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PREFACE 

To  the  dogmatists  who  think  everything  must  be  true,  and 
to  the  dogmatists  who  think  everything  must  be  false,  which 
has  commanded  the  assent  of  a  great  majority  of  the  Christian 
Church,  this  book  will  be  anathema.  But  happily,  even  in 
sect-ridden  England,  there  is  a  large  and  growing  number  who 
are  convinced  that  theological  questions  may  be  studied  in  the 
pure  interests  of  truth,  and  with  no  polemical  aim,  either  for 
or  against  any  particular  sectarian  position.  It  is  only  to 
such  that  this  volume  is  intended  to  appeal,  and  it  is  offered 
to  them  simply  as  a  contribution  towards  the  discussion  of  an 
exceedingly  difficult  and  complex  question.  It  is  a  question 
on  which  opinions  are  likely  to  differ  for  a  long  time  to  come ; 
and  a  final  solution  can  be  reached,  if  it  be  ever  reached, 
only  through  the  gradually-formed  consensus  of  independent 
judgmenta  If  this  work  has  any  value,  it  consists  in  the 
addition  of  one  careful  judgment  to  the  common  stock,  and 
perhaps  in  the  suggestion  of  some  points  of  view  which  have 
not  been  sufficiently  considered.  No  doubt  the  trained 
investigator  will  think  that  it  includes  a  good  deal  which  for 
him  might  have  been  taken  for  granted.  But  it  was  written 
in  the  first  instance  for  the  students  of  Manchester  College ; 
and  as  it  may  be  read  by  young  students  and  others  who 
are  not  familiar  with  the  past  course  of  investigation,  I  have 
thought  it  better  to  retain  its  original  form,  and  make  it,  as 
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viii  PREFACE 

far  as  I  could,  a  complete  introdaction  to  the  subject.  Though 
I  have  read  pretty  widely,  I  do  not  pretend  to  have  mastered 
the  whole  of  the  vast  literature  which  has  gathered  round  the 
Qospel.  My  chief  endeavour  has  been  to  study  the  original 
sources  of  our  knowledge,  and  form  my  own  judgment  upon 
them ;  but  I  hope  that  no  serious  argument,  which  still  weighs 
with  judicious  critics,  is  left  unnoticed. 

And  now  may  I  make  a  personal  explanation?  My  two 
principal  teachers  in  theology  were  the  Rev.  J.  J.  Tayler  and 
Dr  Martineau,  men  very  dissimilar  in  mental  constitution, 
but  strcmgly  attached  to  one  another,  and  alike  in  their  large 
attainments,  the  candour  and  simplicity  of  their  judgments, 
and  their  conviction  that  the  great  realities  of  faith  rested 
upon  something  far  more  profound  than  the  critical  investiga- 
tion of  documents.  But  in  the  formation  and  expression  of 
their  conclusions  I  think  there  was  a  difference.  Mr  Tayler 
was  eminently  tentative  and  judicial,  and  freely  admitted  the 
force  of  arguments  opposed  to  his  own  position ;  Dr  Martineaa. 
while  equally  anxious  to  be  just,  seemed  for  the  time  com* 
pletely  possessed  by  the  considerations  that  convinced  him, 
and  set  them  forth  with  a  brilliancy  and  power  which  made 
all  counter-arguments  seem  dull  and  unimposing.  These 
two  men,  so  differently  constituted,  rejected  with  equal  con« 
fidence  the  Johannine  authorship  of  the  Fourth  QospeL  I 
mention  these  points  in  order  to  throw  light  upon  my  own 
position.  Naturally  I  should  have  been  biassed  in  favour  of 
their  view,  and  yet  I  have  never  been  able  to  see  the 
evidence  with  their  eyes.  Nevertheless,  I  have  not  been 
moved  by  reaction  against  them ;  for  I  have  never  wavered 
in  my  reverence  for  them,  and  I  have  every  inclination  to 
suspect  the  soundness  of  my  own  judgment  when  opposed  to 
theira  To  pretend,  in  consequence,  that  I  have  not  even  aa 
unconscious  bias  would  only  betray  a  foolish  ignorance  o£ 
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PREFACE  ix 

hnman  weakness.  All  I  can  say  is  that  I  have  earnestly 
endeavoured  to  deal  justly  by  the  evidence,  and  to  form  my 
conclusions  in  accordance  with  it;  and  while  I  have  small 
regard  for  the  alashing  self-confidence  that  sometimes  passes 
for  criticism,  I  am  fully  conscious  of  the  difficulties  and 
uncertainties  of  the  inquiry,  and  desire  to  treat  every  serious 
investigator  with  respect. 

Such  being  my  position,  I  trust  that  my  frequent  indication 
oi  what  seem  to  me  weak  points  in  the  arguments  of  my 
revered  teachers  will  not  be  misunderstood.  Arguments 
which,  towards  the  end  of  his  long  life,  after  repeated 
consideration,  appeared  to  Dr  Martineau  of  decisive  weighty 
required  the  fullest  examination ;  and  my  frequent  references 
to  such  arguments  are  a  sign,  not  of  antagonism,  but  of 
respect.  Unfortunately  I  do  not  know  how  he  would  have 
set  aside  the  evidence  which  seems  to  me  fatal  to  some  of 
his  po6iti(HU9.  It  is  dear  that  he  did  not  think  anything 
that  I  had  published  possessed  such  strength  as  to  require 
refutation;  but  where  he  thought  that  the  weakness  lay  I  do 
not  know.  EQs  humility  was  such  that  he  would  not  offer 
his  criticisms  privately  unasked;  and  I,  on  my  side,  never 
liked  to  trouble  him  amid  his  pressing  engagements.  It  is 
with  great  diffidence,  and  at  the  request  of  friends,  that  I 
now,  under  the  kindly  auspices  of  the  Hibbert  Trust,  commit 
the  results  of  my  studies  to  the  public,  and  leave  the  con- 
siderations which  have  influenced  me  to  the  judgment  of 

impartial  scholars. 

JAMES  DRUMMOND. 

OzFOBD,  July  1903. 
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BOOK    I 

GENERAL  CHARACTER  OF  THE  FOURTH 
GOSPEL 


INTRODUCTORY  REMARKS 

Whatever  we  may  think  of  the  date  and  authorship  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel,  we  must  recognise  it  as  a  unique  book. 
Whether  we  regard  the  sublimity  of  its  thought,  the  width 
and  spirituality  of  its  conception  of  religion,  the  depth  of 
its  moral  insight,  or  the  tragic  pathos  of  its  story — all 
expressed  as  they  are  with  the  most  artless  simplicity  of 
language — we  cannot  but  feel  that  we  have  before  us  the 
work  of  a  master-mind.  And  when  we  remember  how  it 
has  moulded  the  faith,  and  touched  the  heart,  and  calmed 
the  sorrows  of  generations  of  men,  we  must  approach  it  with 
no  ordinary  reverence,  and  with  a  desire  to  penetrate  its 
inmost  meaning,  and  become  more  thoroughly  imbued  with 
its  kindling  power.  Nevertheless  we  must  now  come  to  it, 
not  only  as  devotees  who  se6k  for  edification,  but  as  theo- 
logians who  seek  for  truth,  and  would  satisfy  the  intellectual 
demand  for  a  harmonised  system  of  belief.    The  time  is  past 

when  we  can  accept  without  a  shade  of  misgiving  the  tradition 

t 
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2  INTRODUCTION 

of  its  authorship,  and  delight  ourselves  without  a  question  in 
its  narratives.  While,  with  its  tender  and  unearthly  beauty, 
with  its  rapt  vision  of  the  life  in  God,  and  its  promise  of  a 
Comforter  to  abide  with  us  for  ever,  it  invites  us  to  rest  in 
peace,  and  lose  ourselves  in  dreams  of  blessedness  and  love, 
it  yet  strikes  against  the  scientific  and  critical  understanding 
of  the  present  day,  and  forces  on  us  problems  which  are  most 
difficult  of  solution.  Some  of  these  problems  it  is  our  purpose 
to  investigate. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


{   UN. VUi-. ■;:••.'    ; 
CHAPTER  I 

CONTENTS  AND  PLAN  OF  THB  GOSPEL 

Befobe  we  proceed  to  more  difficult  and  controverted 
questions,  we  had  better  make  ourselves  acquainted  with  the 
contents  and  plan  of  the  work.  These  are  confessedly 
determined,  not  by  a  purely  biographical,  but  by  a  theological 
interest  Indeed,  the  writer  himself  expressly  says  so,^  and 
daims  to  do  no  more  than  give  a  selection  of  'signs'  calcu- 
lated to  establish  his  position.'  Accordingly,  when  we  view 
the  structure  of  the  book,  we  find  that  it  is  laid  out  on  a 
much  more  definite  plan  than  we  should  anticipate  from  the 
apparent  artlessness  of  the  style.  It  begins  with  a  prologue, 
setting  forth  in  brief  terms  certain  great  theological  con- 
ception&  This  prologue  is  generally  supposed  to  embrace  the 
first  eighteen  verses,  but  Reuse'  limits  it  to  the  first  five,  and 
it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  history  begins  in  verse  6, 
with  the  mission  of  John  the  Baptist,^  and  is  resumed  in 
verse  15.  There  is,  however,  such  a  preponderance  of 
theological  statement,  leading  up  to  the  sentences  which 
describe  the  nature  of  the  Christian  revelation,  that  we 
must  admit  a  large  element  of  truth  in  the  ordinary  view. 
Perhaps  we  may  say  that  the  first  eighteen  verses  form  a 
preface,  which   sets  forth  the    fundamental    ideas    of   the 

1  XX.  31.         *  XX.  30.        3  GeKh.  der  h&a.  Schriftm  N.T.,  1887,  §  218. 
*  Oompaie  iy4v^ro  i^epmws  with  Mark's  lyhtro  *lmdnis,  i.  4. 
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work,  and  is  divided  into  two  parts,  the  purely  theological 
and  the  historioo-theologicaL 

The  work  may  from  this  point  be  divided  into  three  great 
sections:  The  relation  of  Christ  to  the  world,  L  19-xiL  50; 
his  relation  to  his  disciples,  xiiL-xvii;  the  history  of  the 
passion  and  resurrection,  xviii.-xx  To  all  appearance  the 
book  ended  here;  but  another  chapter  is  added,  which  we 
must  regard  as  an  appendix,  whether  by  the  same  author  or 
by  a  subsequent  editor. 

The  first  of  these  larger  sections  falls  into  two  principal 
su1>division&  In  the  first  of  these  we  are  told  of  the  growing 
faith  in  Christ,  i.  19-iv.  54;  in  the  second,  of  the  growing 
opposition  to  his  claims,  v.-xii  Faith  in  him  is  first 
suggested  by  the  testimony  of  the  Baptist,  who,  however,  is 
not  himself  said  to  have  believed,  i.  19-36.  Owing  to  this 
testimony  a  small  group  of  disciples  is  drawn  to  him,  who 
recognise  him  as  the  Messiah  and  the  Son  of  Ood,  L  37-52. 
He  now  proceeds  to  Cana,  where  he  manifests  his  glory  by 
a  sign,  and  his  disciples  believe  on  him,  ii  i-ii.  After  a 
few  days  at  Capernaum  he  goes  to  Jerusalem,  and  cleanses 
the  Temple,  and  many  believe  on  his  name ;  but  Jesus  does 
not  trust  himself  to  them,  ii.  12-25.  We  are  now  introduced 
to  difierent  tjrpes  of  character  among  those  to  whom  Jesus 
appealed.  In  Nicodemus  we  have  the  learned  Rabbi,  who  is 
favourably  disposed,  but  hardly  open  to  the  reception  of  new 
ideas.  The  narrative  passes  off  into  reflections,  and  we  are 
not  told  whether  he  believed  or  not,  iii.  1-21.  In  the  country 
of  Judaea  all  men  come  to  him;  but  details  vanish  in  an 
accoimt  of  the  relations  of  the  Baptist  to  Jesus,  iii.  22-36. 
Next  there  is  a  brief  ministry  in  Samaria,  where  many 
believe  on  him,  iv.  1-42.  Finally,  the  Galileans  received 
him,  and  he  healed  the  son  of  a  nobleman  who  believed, 
with  all  his  house,  iv.  43-54.    From  this  point  Jesus  lappears 
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in  conflict  with  the  unbelieving  world  The  opposition  begins 
in  Jerosalem,  owing  to  his  curing  an  impotent  man  on  the 
Sabbath,  and  declaring  that  in  doing  so  he  followed  the 
example  of  his  Father.  In  the  address  which  follows,  the 
ideas  of  Father  and  Son,  of  death  and  life,  are  dwelt  upon ; 
and  unbelief  is  traced  to  seeking  glory  from  one  another 
instead  of  God,  v.  The  scene  now  shifts  once  more  to  the 
north.  After  an  account  of  the  feeding  of  the  five  thousand 
and  the  walking  on  the  sea,  there  is  a  long  discourse,  delivered 
at  Capernaum,  which  is  founded  on  the  former  miracle,  and 
dwells  on  Jesus  as  the  bread  of  life.  The  figure  is  worked 
out  in  such  startling  language  that  many  of  his  disciples 
leave  him;  but  Peter  confesses  him  to  be  the  holy  one  of 
God  (according  to  the  most  approved  reading),  vL  In  the 
four  following  chapters  we  have  a  narrative  of  Christ's 
controversies  with  the  Jews  at  Jerusalem,  on  occasion  of 
the  feasts  of  tabernacles  and  of  dedication.  Jesus  appears 
especially  as  the  light  of  the  world,  and  in  illustration  of  this 
opens  the  eyes  of  a  blind  man.  Though  many  of  the  crowd 
believe,  the  opposition  to  his  claims  deepens,  and  he  finally 
escapes  from  an  attempt  to  seize  him.  Beyond  Jordan,  how- 
ever, many  came  to  him,  and  believed  on  him.  These  events 
are  f oUowed  by  the  great  sign,  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  which 
proved  Jesus  to  be  the  resurrection  and  the  life,  and  con- 
vinced the  rulers  that  they  must  put  him  to  death,  lest  all 
should  believe  on  him,  xi  1-53.  Jesus  withdraws  for  a  time, 
xi  54-57,  but  soon  returns  to  prepare  for  the  end,  and  make 
a  last  appeal  to  the  blind  eyes  and  hard  hearts  that  so  per- 
sistently misunderstood  him,  xii  Verses  37-50  are  a  kind  of 
summing-up  of  this  first  section. 

We  pass  now  into  the  quiet  retreats  of  private  and  sacred 
fellowship.  It  is  not  necessary  at  present  to  analyse  those 
exquisite  chapters,  to  which,  I  suppose,  the  Gospel  chiefly  owes 
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its  undying  attractivenefls  and  power.  From  the  symbolic 
act  of  humility  and  love  to  the  sublime  prayer  of  consecration, 
we  are  in  a  region  of  holy  peace  and  lofty  communion,  in 
which  we  have  transcended  the  limits  of  the  world  and  time, 
and  have  entered  that  eternal  life  which  flows  for  ever  from 
the  Father  upon  those  who  apprehend  in  faith  the  spirit  of 
the  Son. 

The  narrative  of  the  passion  and  resurrection  also  we  may 
leave  without  analysis.  It  moves  on  with  simple  grandeur  to 
the  close,  and  the  theological  aim  is  less  apparent  than  in  the 
earlier  portions  of  the  work;  but  some  important  sayings 
have  been  recorded,  and  the  fact  of  a  bodily  resurrection  is 
dwelt  on  with  peculiar  emphasis. 
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CHAPTER  n 

COMPARISON  OF  THE  GOSPEL  WITH  THE  STNOPTICS 

The  foregoing  chapter  has  presented  an  outline  of  the  plan 
and  contents  of  the  Fourth  QospeL  This  word  'Gospel'  at 
once  reminds  ns  that  it  is  one  of  a  group  of  four  works  bearing 
similar  titles;  and  it  becomes  important  to  ask,  What  is  its 
relation  to  the  other  three  ?  For  our  answer  to  this  question 
must  inevitably  affect  to  some  extent  our  judgment  of  its 
character  and  origin.  Each  Gospel  has  its  own  characteristics, 
and  contains  more  or  lees  which  is  peculiar  to  itself,  and 
omits  more  or  lees  which  is  contained  in  one  or  more  of  the 
others.  Still,  there  is  a  family  resemblance  connecting  the 
first  three,  which  justifies  us  in  treating  them  together  as  one 
class,  whereas  the  fourth  has  sudi  marked  differences  of  type 
that  we  are  obliged  to  place  it  in  a  dasB  by  itself.  At  present 
we  will  describe  the  leading  differences,  simply  as  facts  to  be 
noted,  without  suggesting  any  theory  to  explain  them. 

lirst,  the  duration  and  the  scene  of  Christ's  ministry  are 
not  the  same  as  in  the  Synoptics.  The  latter  certainly  give 
the  impression  that  the  ministry  began  after  John  was  cast 
into  prison,  but  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  an  important  portion  of 
it  takes  place  before  that  event  Again,  in  the  Synoptics  we 
hear  of  only  one  Passover,  whereas  in  John  there  are  three.^ 
But  most  serious  is  the  change  of  scene.    The  first  three 

^  IL  13,  vi  4,  xiiL  I. 

7 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


8  COMPARISON  WITH  THE  SYNOPTICS 

Gospels  concur  in  not  bringing  Jesns  to  Jerusalem  till  the 
visit  which  ended  with  his  crucifixion;  the  fourth  tells  us 
of  repeated  visits,  and  of  prolonged  controversy  between  Jesus 
and  the  Jews  of  the  capital  John  also  inserts  a  most 
important  visit  to  Samaria,  which  leads  to  the  conversion  of 
many  of  the  Samaritana  In  this  connection  we  cannot  but 
remember  the  injunction  in  Matthew  x.  5,  not  to  enter  any 
city  of  the  Samaritans. 

Secondly,  several  events  are  very  differently  conceived. 
Jesus  appears  from  the  first  as  the  Messiah,^  the  Son  of  God 
and  King  of  Israel,'  and  there  is  no  appearance  of  development 
either  of  Messianic  consciousness  in  Jesus  himself  or  of 
Messianic  faith  in  the  disciplea  Accordingly,  the  testimony 
of  the  Baptist  is  widely  different  from  that  in  the  Synoptics. 
He  not  only  designates  Jesus  as  "the  Lamb  of  God  who 
takes  away  the  sin  of  the  world,"  '  but  bears  witness  that  he  is 
"the  Son  of  God."^  His  words  have  no  vagueness,  and  his 
conduct  no  hesitancy.  Again,  the  cleansing  of  the  Temple, 
which  we  may  regard  as  an  act  of  Messianic  authority  (though 
this  is  not  expressly  stated),  is  related  at  the  beginning  of  the 
ministry  in  connection  with  the  first  Passover.^  This  act, 
though  Jesus  is  asked  what  sign  he  shows  to  justify  it,  does 
not  seem  to  lead  to  any  hostility ;  but  many  believed  on  his 
name.  The  confession  of  Peter^  can  hardly  be  said  to  be 
parallel  to  that  in  the  Synoptics,  the  circumstances  are  so 
different ;  but  it  is  the  only  event  at  all  corresponding  to  that 
which  occupies  so  important  a  place  in  the  other  accounts. 
This  being  the  case,  we  must  observe  the  changed  point  of 
view.  Jesus  does  not  ask,  "  Whom  say  ye  that  I  am  ?"  for 
the  question  could  not  arise  when  he  was  acknowledged  to  be 
the  Messiah  from  the  first    So  he  inquires,  "  Will  ye  also  go 

^  L  42.  *  i.  50.  *  i.  29. 

*  i.  34.  *  ii.  13-22.  •  vi.  67-69. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


EVENTS  DIFFERENTLY  CONCEIVED  9 

away  ?  "  Peter  does  not  reply  as  though  the  confession  broke 
for  the  first  time  from  his  Ups ;  but  he  only  repeats  what  the 
disciples  have  all  along  *'  believed  and  known."  Accordingly 
they  are  not  charged,  with  a  rebuke,  to  tell  that  to  no  man. 

A  variation  of  a  different  kind  is  noticeable  in  the  account 
of  the  last  supper.  Although  the  matter  is  not  wholly 
beyond  the  reach  of  controversy,  I  think  I  may  safely  say 
that  it  is  admitted  by  good  critics  of  quite  opposite  schools 
that  John  places  the  supper  before  the  Passover,  on  the  13th 
of  Nisan,^  and  the  crucifixion  on  the  14th,  the  day  on  which 
the  lamb  was  killed.  The  Synoptics  identify  the  supper  with 
the  paschal  meal  on  the  evening  of  the  14th  of  Nisan,  and 
so  postpone  the  crucifixion  till  the  16th. 

The  miracles  are  clearly  selected  from  a  larger  number; 
but,  whether  through  accident  or  design,  the  selection  is 
limited  by  the  sacred  number  seven.  They  appear  to  me  to 
be  conceived  in  a  different  spirit  from  those  of  the  Synoptics. 
The  latter,  if  they  exhibit  Messianic  power,  are  more  markedly 
displays  of  compassion.  But  in  John  the  manifestation  of 
Christ's  glory  seems  the  prominent  object.  This  is  the  ex- 
clusive purpose  of  the  miracle  at  Cana^  The  nobleman  whose 
son  was  dying  is  rebuked  for  not  believing  without  signs  and 
wonders,  and  his  request  is  apparently  granted  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  creating  belief.  Accordingly  the  presence  or 
absence  of  faith  does  not  affect  the  miraculous  power  of  Jesus 
as  it  does  in  the  Synoptics.*  The  healing  of  the  impotent 
man  at  Jerusalem  is  introductory  to  a  discourse  which  sets 
forth  the  relation  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  and  causes  Jesus 
to  be  charged  with  making  himself  equal  to  God.^    The  f  eed- 

^  For  convenience  I  retain  our  mode  of  dividing  the  days.  According  to 
Jewiih  reckoning  the  14th  hegan  at  sunset  on  the  day  which  we  should  call 
the  13th.  Thusy  from  the  Jewish  point  of  view,  the  supper  and  the  cruci- 
fixion took  place  on  the  same  day. 

*  ii.  II.  '  See  especially  Mark  vi.  5,  6 ;  Matt.  xiii.  58.  *  v. 
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ing  of  the  five  thousand  is  preparatory  to  a  conversation 
on  the  bread  of  lif e.^  The  blind  man  at  Jerusalem  received 
his  sight  because  Jesus  was  the  light  of  the  world,  and  the 
very  object  of  his  blindness  was  that  the  miracle  might  be 
wrought^  Finally,  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  notwithstanding 
the  emotion  and  sympathy  displayed  by  Jesus,  seems  chiefly 
intended  to  bring  out  the  truth  that  he  is  the  resurrection  and 
the  lif e.^  Probably  five,  certainly  four,  of  these  miracles  are 
peculiar  to  Joha  Some  would  identify  the  nobleman  with 
the  centurion  in  Matthew  viiL  6  8qq»,  Luke  vil  2  Bqq. ;  but  the 
circumstances  are  so  entirely  dissimilar  that  this  supposition 
is,  to  say  the  least,  very  precarious.  As  the  writer  admits  at 
least  two  of  the  Synoptic  miracles,  it  deserves  notice  that  he 
passes  over  the  raising  of  Jairus'  daughter  and  of  the  widow 
of  Nain's  son,  though  these  appear  well  suited  to  his  purpose. 
But  most  curious  is  the  total  omission  of  a  class  of  mirades 
which  take  a  prominent  place  in  the  other  Gospels,  and  which 
were  so  well  adapted  to  prove  the  authority  of  the  Messiah, 
the  casting  out  of  demons  from  the  possessed. 

Thirdly,  there  are  several  remarkable  omissiona  Of  course 
each  Gospel  omits  much  that  is  recorded  in  one  or  other  of  the 
remaining  three ;  but  the  omissions  to  which  I  refer  deserve 
attention  because  they  relate  to  facts  which  are  so  familiar 
from  the  Synoptic  narratives  that  we  feel  impelled  to  ask 
why  they  are  passed  over.  The  following  instances  may  be 
mentioned.  Although  so  much  is  said  of  the  relation  between 
John  the  Baptist  and  Jesus,  nothing  is  recorded  about  the 
baptism  itself,  and  the  message  from  John  expressing  a  doubt 
about  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus  has  disappeared.  There  is  no 
allusion  of  any  kind  to  the  temptation.  In  the  account  of  the 
last  supper,  the  words  "  this  is  my  body,"  "  this  is  my  blood," 
have  no  equivalent.  It  is  almost  startling  to  find  that  the 
*  vi  *ix.  *xL 
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institation  of  the  Lord's  Supper  as  a  memorial  of  Christ  is 
(nnitted  not  only  from  John,  but  perhaps  from  all  our  Gk)8pela 
Luke  alone,  in  the  received  text,  contains  a  direction  to 
remember  Jesus,  and  that  only  in  the  breaking  of  bread.  But 
the  words  in  Luke  zziL  1^20,  from  to  virip  vumv  SiSofuvop 
down  to  eKxyyvoiuvw  are  placed  in  double  brackets  by  Westoott 
and  Hort,  who  think  that  the  evidence  leaves  "no  moral 
doubt  that  the  words  in  question  were  absent  from  the 
original  text  of  Luka"^  They  were,  however,  retained  by 
Tisehendorf ,  who  is  followed  by  Nestle.  Our  Revisers  also 
retain  them.  If  Westcott  and  Hort  are  right,  we  must  depend, 
for  the  complete  form  of  this  last  request  of  Jesus,  on  the  sole 
testimony  of  Paul,*  and  cannot  regard  its  omission  as  in  any 
way  characteristic  of  the  Fourth  QospeL  The  agony  in  the 
garden,  with  its  prayer  of  apprehension  and  of  submissive 
trust,  is  not  alluded  to,  though  there  is  a  kind  of  parallel  in 
another  connection,  which  is  peculiar  to  this  Gospel'  The 
sad  cry  upon  the  cross,  **  My  Qod,  my  Qod,  why  hast  thou 
forsaken  me  ?  "  is  omitted,  as  it  is  in  Luke,  each  evangelist 
reporting  in  its  place  final  words  which  are  peculiar  to 
himsell  The  rending  of  the  veil  of  the  Temple,  and  the  con- 
fession of  the  centurion,  are  contained,  with  variations,  in  all 
the  Synoptics,  but  not  in  John. 

One  other  (xnission  must  be  noticed,  which  is  common  to 
John  and  Mark.  Not  only  is  there  no  narrative  of  the  birth 
and  infancy  of  Jesus,  but  there  is  no  suggestion,  however 
faint,  of  a  miraculous  birth.  But  this  not  all ;  Philip  describes 
him  to  Nathanael  as  ''Jesus  the  son  of  Joseph,  him  from 
Nazareth."^  The  Jews  of  Capernaum  also  say,  ''  Is  not  this 
Jesus  the  son  of  Joseph,  whose  father  and  mother  we  know  V'^ 
Some  of  the  Jews  of  Jerusalem  think  that  he  cannot  be  the 

1  Notes  on  select  readings  at  the  end  of  their  Greek  Testament,  p.  64. 
»  1  Cor.  xi.  23  •??•  '  ^"'  37  *OT-  *  '•  46-  *  vi.  42. 
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Christ,  because  the  Christ  did  not  come  out  of  Galilee,  but  was 
of  the  seed  of  David,  and  came  from  Bethlehem.^  To  these 
suppositions  there  is  no  reply  containing  even  the  slightest  hint 
that  they  were  incorrect ;  so  that  if  this  Gospel  were  our  only 
witness,  we  should  certainly  assume  that  Jesus  was  the  son  of 
Joseph  and  Mary,  and  bom  at  Nazareth,  and  that  he  made  no 
claim  to  being  a  member  of  the  royal  line. 

Fourthly,  a  large  part  of  the  Gospel  is  additional  to  the 
contents  of  the  Synoptics ;  but  we  may  notice  two  important 
insertions  in  parts  where  the  narratives  are  open  to  comparison. 
It  is  said  that  after  the  crucifixion  one  of  the  soldiers  pierced 
the  side  of  Jesus,  and  immediately  there  came  out  blood  and 
water.  The  writer  evidently  lays  great  stress  on  this,  for  he 
asserts  emphatically  that  the  testimony  is  true,  as  being  that 
of  an  eye-witne6&'  In  the  account  of  the  resurrection,  and  of 
the  appearances  of  the  risen  Christ,  the  doubt  of  Thomas,  the 
appearance  to  him,  in  which  he  Lb  desired  to  apply  the  tests 
which  he  thought  necessary,  and  his  exclamation,  "  my  Lord 
and  my  God,"  are  peculiar  to  John. 

Fifthly,  the  teaching  of  Jesus  is  peculiar  both  in  style  and 
in  subject  The  difference  in  style  is  more  easily  felt  than 
described.  If  one  of  the  longer  discourses  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel  were  transferred  to  any  of  the  Synoptics,  every 
intelligent  reader  would  perceive  that  it  had  been  misplaced. 
As  far  as  the  structure  of  the  language  is  concerned,  it  is  so 
similar  throughout  the  work  that  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to 
tell  where  the  words  of  a  speech  end  and  those  of  the  writer 
begin.  Although  there  are  many  brief  sayings  which  dwell 
in  the  memory,  like  beautiful  islands  of  thought,  still  there  is 
more  of  short  sententiousness  in  the  Synoptics,  and  of 
connected  discussion  in  Joha  The  total  absence  of  parables 
gives  a  strangely  altered  impression  of  Christ's  method,  and 
^yiu4iiq.  «  xix.  33  tqq. 
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perhaps  makes  us  feel,  more  ihan  anything  else,  the  in- 
completeness and  special  colouring  of  the  portraiture  which  is 
here  presented  to  os.^ 

The  change  in  the  substance  of  the  teaching  is  no  less 
remarkable  than  that  in  the  style.  I  do  not  now  refer  to 
particular  views,  such  as  the  eschatology,  which  differs  so 
completely  from  that  of  the  Synoptic&  The  central  object  of 
the  teaching  is  no  longer  what  it  was.  In  the  Synoptics  Jesus 
deals  mainly  with  great  moral  and  spiritual  principles;  and 
whatever  tone  of  authority  pervades  Us  utterance,  he  touches 
only  incidentally  upon  his  own  personal  claims.  In  John, 
although  there  are  other  elements  as  well,  yet  the  prevailing 
topic  is  Jesus  himself,  and  his  relations  to  Qod,  to  his  disciples, 
and  to  the  unbelieving  world..  The  impression  which  we 
derive  from  reading  the  Qospels  is  fully  borne  out  by  a 
careful  examination  of  the  facta  The  word  iyi  is  always 
more  or  less  emphatic  in  Greek.  It  is  used  by  Christ  in 
Matthew  fifteen  times,  of  which  six  are  in  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount, — ''  But  I  say  unto  you,"  a  phrase  which  undoubtedly 
implies  that  he  considered  himself  entitled  to  improve  on  the 
old  legislation ;  but  in  none  of  the  passages  does  he  lay  down 
any  doctrine  about  his  person  or  authority.  The  latter  remark 
is  true  also  of  the  nine  passages  in  which  he  employs  the 
word  ey(0  in  Mark.  In  Luke  we  meet  with  it  ten  times,  and 
in  only  two  places  is  there  anything  that  may  seem  like  an 
assertion  of  his  pre-eminence:  xxi.  15,  ''I  will  give  you  a 
mouth  and  wisdom,"  and  xxiv.  49,  ^'  I  send  the  promise  of  my 
Father  upon  you,"  the  latter  being  after  the  resurrection. 

In  John  Christ  says  eycS  no  less  than  1 17  times,^  and  at  least 
thirty-five  of  these  are  in  distinct  assertion  of  his  own  claims. 

'  See  the  ''  Note  on  the  Speeches  "  at  the  end  of  the  chapter. 
>  My  nnmben  may  be  uncertain  to  a  very  small  extent  owing  to  differences 
of  reading. 
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The  following  sayings,  which  are  peeoliar  to  the  Fourth 
Oospel,  will  sofficiently   illustrate   the   character   of    these 
passagea    He  says :  I  am  the  bread  of  life;  the  light  of  the 
world;  the  door;  the  good  shepherd;  the  resurrection  and 
the  life;  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life;  the  true  vine.    He 
declares  that  he  is  from  above,  that  he  has  come  forth  from 
Ood,  that  he  and  the  Father  are  one ;  and,  in  accordance  with 
this,  that  he  has  conquered  the  world,  that  he  will  send  the 
Paraclete,  that  he  will  raise  up  in  tihie  last  day  him  that 
believes  on  him.    This  last  expression  introduces  us  to  some 
further  curious  facts.     The  word  irurri^,  which  we  might 
expect  to  be  frequent  in  this  Gospel,  is  not  found  there  at  alL 
In  Matthew  it  occurs  eight  times,  in  Mark  five,  in  Luke 
eleven ;  and  it  is  always  used  in  a  general  sense,  and  not  of 
faith  in  Christ.    But  when  we  turn  to  the  verb,  xio^ei^,  the 
facts  are  curiously  altered    We  meet  with  it  in  Matthew 
eleven  times,  in  Mark  fifteen,  in  Luke  nine ;  and  it  is  not  used 
of  believing  on  Christ  except  in  Matthew  xviiL  6,  with  the 
parallel  in  Mark  ix.  42,  where  it  is  not  part  of  any  doctrinal 
statement, — "  Whosoever  shall  offend  one  of  these  little  ones 
who  believe  in  me."    In  John  the  word  appears  lOO  timea 
Of  these,  if  we  pass  over  passages  which  speak  of  believing 
Christ  or  his  words,  thirty-three  refer  expressly  to  belief  on 
him,  and  eleven  more  imply  it  by  the  context    In  thirteen  of 
these,  belief  on  him  is  required  or  is  connected  with  some 
spiritual  blessing.    In  twenty  of  the  instances  the  term  is 
ascribed  to  Christ,  who  insists  upon  faith  in  himself  as  quite 
fundamental  in  the  deliverance  from  sin  and  the  attainment 
of  eternal  life.    These  facts  of  phraseology  are  very  signifi- 
cant.   Passages  in  the  Synoptics  may  be  appealed  to  which 
lend  some  support  to  Johannine  doctrine;  but  if  we  regard 
the  teaching  as  a  whole,  the  distinction  between  the  two  types 
is  broad  and  deep. 
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Sixthly,  the  repreaentatioii  of  Christ's  person  is  not  the 
same  as  in  the  older  Oospela  As  this  subject  involves  points 
of  disputed  exegesis,  we  cannot  now  go  into  details.  We  may, 
however,  safely  say  that  in  the  Synoptics  the  human  character 
is  more  prominent,  in  John  the  divine  communion.  There  is 
also,  confessedly,  no  intimation  of  Christ's  pre-existence  in 
the  former,  whereas  in  the  latter  it  is  referred  to  several 
times,  and,  whether  we  interpret  it  literally  or  ideally,  the 
passages  which  are  appealed  to  are  peculiar  to  this  Gospel 

Such,  then,  is  the  nature  of  the  differences  which  mark  off 
the  Fourth  from  the  other  Gospels.  In  this  connection  we 
must  notice  the  question  whether  the  author  manifests  an 
acquaintance  with  the  Synoptics.  That  he  assumes  on  the 
part  of  his  readers  some  general  knowledge  of  the  evangelical 
history  is  beyound  doubt.  It  may  be  sufficient  to  refer  here 
to  two  of  the  most  striking  passages  by  which  this  is 
established.  In  iii  24  we  read  that  '*  John  had  not  yet  been 
cast  into  prison,"  though  the  event  has  not  been  previously 
recorded.  In  xL  i  it  is  taken  for  granted  that  Mary  and 
Martha  are  known.  This  second  instance  seems  to  me  to  point 
very  dearly  to  a  familiarity  with  Luke  or  with  the  sources 
from  which  Luke  derived  the  account  which  he  alone  gives 
of  the  two  sisters ;^  for  not  only  is  it  assumed  that  they  will 
be  known  to  the  readers,  but  it  is  not  assumed  that  facts 
will  be  known  which  Luke  has  failed  to  mention.  Accordingly, 
we  are  expressly  told  that  "There  was  a  certain  rich  man, 
Lazarus,"  and  we  also  learn  that  the  village,*  which  Luke 
leaves  without  a  name,  was  Bethany.'  There  are  also  some 
short  sentences  which  are  in  close  or  partial  agreement  with 

^  X.  38  sqq.  *  K^m  i^  both  Goepela. 

'  So  at  least  I  imdentand  the  text,  in  spite  of  the  diflference  of  the 
piqwdtioiiB  aw  and  in,  thongh  it  is  possible  to  adopt  the  meaning  that 
he  belonged  to  Bethany,  but  was  derived  from  some  other  village.  For 
the  change  of  preposition  see  i.  45,  46,  47. 
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the  Synoptics :  for  instance,  v.  8,  "  Arise,  take  up  thy  bed  and 
walk/'  hardly  differs  from  Mark  ii.  9;  xiii.  38,  "The  cock 
shall  not  crow  till  thon  shalt  deny  me  thrice,"  comes  nearest 
to  the  words  of  Luke  xxii.  34.^  For  a  full  list  of  such 
allusions  and  resemblances  I  may  refer  to  Westcott.^  The  facts 
are,  I  think,  sufficient  to  establish  what  in  itself  is  extremely 
probable,  that  the  writer  of  our  Gospel  was  acquainted  with 
the  Synoptic  cycle  of  narratives,  but  cannot  prove  that  he 
made  use  of  our  Qospels  or  of  any  of  them,  though  that  also 
is  by  no  means  destitute  of  probability.' 

^  Parallels  in  Matt  zxri.  34,  Mk.  xiv.  30. 

*  The  Gospel  aeearding  to  St  John^  1886,  pp.  Ixxxi.  sqq.  See  also  Lilcke, 
Convmentar  uber  das  Ev,  det  Joh,^  1840,  pp.  194  $qq,  and  241. 

3  Schiirer  says  that  the  fact  of  literary  dependence  may  now  be 
regarded  as  almost  universally  recognised.  He  instances  especially  the 
section  on  John  the  Baptist  (i.  19-34X  the  cleansing  of  the  Temple 
(ii.  13-16),  the  nobleman  of  Capernaum  (iv.  47-54),  the  feeding  of  the 
five  thousand  (vi.  1-2 1),  the  anointiug  in  Bethany  (xii.  1-8),  and  the 
history  of  the  passion.  (UAer  den  gegemodrtigen  Stand  der  johanneischm 
Frage^  in  VortrUge  der  theologiichen  Konferenz  zu  Gieaen.  V.  Folge^  1889, 
p.  60).  Probable  instances  of  dependence  on  the  Synoptics  are  pointed 
out  in  the  course  of  M.  Jean  R^ville's  Le  Quatriime  Svangile^  son  origins 
et  sa  vdleur  historique^  1901.  Bretschneider,  while  admitting  that  the 
author  was  acquainted  with  written  or  unwritten  traditions,  thinks  that 
he  was  not  in  possession  of  our  Synoptics,  for  otherwise  he  would  have 
made  some  use  of  the  speeches  contained  in  them,  and  would  not  have 
contradicted  them  so  often.    (ProhdbiUa^  pp.  65  sqq,), 

NOTE  ON  THE  SPEECHES. 

In  regard  to  the  character  of  Christ's  speeches  it  is  dangerous  to 
trust  to  mere  impression,  and  I  think  exaggerated  statements  have 
sometimes  been  made  about  their  prolixity  and  dialectical  style. 
Justin  Martyr,  in  introducing  a  number  of  examples  of  Christ's 
teaching,  taken  largely  from  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  says,  PpaxM 
ik  Koi  (TtWo/iOi  irop*  avrov  Aoyoc  yryovaaiv  ov  yhp  cro^urr^  vinjpx'^  I  ^ 
and  it  has  sometimes  been  confidently  asserted  that  this  description 
could  not  possibly  apply  to  the  Fourth  Gospel.    I  have  therefore 

1  Apol  L  14. 
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taken  the  trouble  of  comparing  Matthew  with  John  in  regard  to  the 
length  of  Christ's  sayings.  I  count  as  a  separate  saying  each  of  the 
detached  portions  of  a  conversation.  It  appears,  then,  that  in 
Matthew  Christ  speaks  139  times,  in  John  133  times.  These 
numbers  are  sufficiently  dose  to  admit  of  a  reasonable  comparison 
of  the  number  of  times  speeches  of  various  lengths  are  used;  and 
the  following  table  gives  the  results: — 


Matt 
No.  of  times. 

Length  of  speech. 

John. 
No.  of  times.  ^ 

39 

Mnch  less  than  one  veise,  sometimes 
two  or  three  words. 

42 

39 
6 

One  verse,  or  almost  one  verse. 
One  and  a  fraction. 

27 
6 

17 

4 

2  yerses. 

2     „      and  a  fraction. 

15 
0 

6 

3  verses. 

6 

7 

2 

3 

4  n 

5  M 

6     y,    or  6  and  a  fraction. 

4 
7 

5 

3 
0 

1 

7          M 

8  „    and  a  fraction. 

9  ,,    or  9  and  a  fraction. 

I 
I 

I 

0 

I 

10  „ 

12  „    or  12  and  a  fraction. 

I 
2 

3 

2 
I 

13  » 

14  „ 
18   „ 

I 
0 
0 

I 
0 

19   » 
26  „ 

0 

I 

0 

2 

29  „ 
37-38  verses. 

I 
0 

0 

I 

52  verses. 

93     ,,    and  a  fraction. 

I 
0 

I 

107  » 

0 

We  may 

summarise  the  result  thus : — 

Not  exceeding  3  verses                                    Matt 
Ezceeduig  3  and  not  exceeding  10                       „ 

f>        *o   „      „          ,,          20                          „ 

„       20 

III 
16 
8 
4 

John  96 
„    20 
M      3 

n        3 

The  difference,  then,  between  Matthew  and  John  does  not  consist  of 
the  shortness  of  the  speeches  in  the  former  and  their  length  in  the 
latter.  But  perhaps  the  speeches  are  of  a  more  flowing  and  rhetorical 
kind,  and  it  is  impossible  to  pick  out  of  them  short  and  pregnant 

^  I  include  in  Christ's  speeches  verses  which  may  be  only  the  reflections  of  the 
writer,  when  there  ia  nothing  to  mark  the  transition. 

2 
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sayings.  In  oidar  to  test  this  I  have  selected  sixty  sayings  which 
easily  stand  by  themselves,  and  imprint  themselTcs  on  the  memory. 
One  might  add  largely  to  the  number,  especially  from  Christ's  sayings 
about  himself,  of  which  I  give  only  some  of  the  most  striking. 
Everyone  must  remember  words,  particularly  from  chapters  ziiL-xvii., 
which  I  have  not  given. 

"  Te  shall  see  the  heavens  opened,  and  the  angels  of  God  ascending 
and  descending  upon  the  son  of  man,"  151.  ''  Make  not  my  Father's 
house  a  house  of  merchandise,"  ii.  16.  "  Pull  down  this  temple,  and 
in  three  days  I  will  raise  it^"  ii  19.  "  Unless  a  man  be  bom  from 
above,  he  cannot  see  the  kingdom  of  God,"  iii.  3.  "That  which  has 
been  bom  out  of  the  flesh  is  flesh,  and  that  which  has  been  bom  out 
of  the  spirit  is  spirit,"  iii.  6.  "  The  spirit  blows  where  it  lists,  and 
thou  hearest  its  sotind,  but  dost  not  know  whence  it  comes  or  whither 
it  goes :  so  is  everyone  who  has  been  bom  out  of  the  spirit,"  iii.  8. 
*'  Whosoever  will  drink  of  the  water  that  I  will  give  him  shall  never 
thirst,"  iv.  14.  "The  hour  comes  when  neither  in  this  mountain  nor 
in  Jerusalem  shall  ye  worship  the  Father,"  iv.  31.  "The  tme 
worshippers  shall  worship  the  Father  in  spirit  and  truth,  for  the 
Father  seeks  such  worshippers  of  him,"  iv.  23.  ''I  have  meat  to  eat 
that  ye  do  not  know,"  iv.  31.  ''  My  meat  is  to  do  the  will  of  him 
that  sent  me,  and  to  finish  his  work,"  iv.  34.  ''  A  prophet  has  no 
honour  in  his  own  country,"  iv.  44.  "  Unless  ye  see  signs  and  wonders 
ye  will  not  believe,"  iv.  48.  "  Thou  hast  become  well ;  sin  no  more, 
lest  a  worse  thing  befall  thee,"  v.  14.  "My  Father  works  hitherto, 
and  I  work,"  v.  17.  "  The  Son  can  do  nothing  from  himself  but  what 
he  sees  the  Father  doing,"  v.  19.  "  He  who  honours  not  the  Son 
honours  not  the  Father  who  sent  him,"  v.  23.  "  My  judgment  is  just, 
because  I  seek  not  my  own  wilj^  but  the  will  of  him  that  sent  me," 
V.  30.  *^Ye  will  not  come  to  me  that  ye  may  have  life,"  v.  40. 
"  How  can  ye  believe,  receiving  glory  from  one  another,  and  ye  seek 
not  the  glory  that  comes  from  the  only  God  1 "  v.  44.  "  Labour  not  for 
the  meat  that  perishes,  but  for  the  meat  that  endures  unto  eternal  life," 
vi  37.  "  The  bread  of  God  is  he  that  comes  down  out  of  heaven  and 
gives  life  to  the  world,"  vi.  33.  "  I  am  the  bread  of  life :  he  that 
comes  to  me  shall  not  hunger,  and  he  that  believes  on  me  shall  never 
thirst,"  vi.  35.  "  No  one  can  come  to  me  unless  the  Father  who  sent 
me  draw  him,"  vi.  44.  "  It  is  the  spirit  that  quickens,  the  flesh  profits 
nothing ;  the  words  which  I  have  spoken  to  you  are  spirit  and  are  life," 
vi.  23.  **  The  world  hates  me  because  I  testify  about  it  that  its  works 
are  evil,"  vii.  7.  "  If  any  man  will  do  his  will,  he  shall  know  of  the 
doctrine  whether  it  is  from  God  or  I  speak  from  myself,"  vii.  17. 
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''  Jiui^  not  aoooiding  to  appearance,  but  judge  righteous  judgment," 
yii.  34.  "  If  any  man  thirst,  let  him  come  unto  me  and  drink,"  yii.  37. 
"I  am  the  light  of  the  world;  he  that  foUoweth  me  shall  not  walk  in 
darkness,  but  shall  have  the  light  of  life,"  yiii.  13.  *'He  that  sent 
me  is  true,  and  I  speak  to  the  world  the  things  which  I  heard  from 
him,"  viii  36.  **  Te  shall  know  the  truth,  and  the  truth  shall  make 
ycm  free,"  viii.  32.  *^  Everyone  who  commits  sin  is  a  slave  "  [of  sin], 
viii.  34.  "  If  the  Son  shall  make  you  free,  ye  shall  be  free  indeed," 
viii.  36.  ''  If  any  man  keep  my  word,  he  shall  never  see  death,"  viii 
51.  '*  We  must  work  the  works  of  him  that  sent  me  while  it  is  day ; 
night  is  coming  when  no  man  can  work,"  ix.  4.  "  For  judgment  I 
came  into  this  world,  in  order  that  they  who  see  not  may  see,  and 
they  who  see  may  become  blind,"  ix.  39.  "If  ye  were  blind,  ye 
would  not  have  sin ;  but  now  ye  say,  we  see ;  your  sin  remains,"  ix. 
41.  "I  am  the  resurrection  and  the  life ;  he  that  believeth  on  me, 
even  if  he  were  dead,  shall  live ;  and  everyone  that  lives  and  believes 
on  me  shall  never  die,"  xi.  25.  '^  Unless  the  grain  of  wheat  fall  into 
the  ground  and  die,  it  abides  alone ;  but  if  it  die,  it  bears  much 
fruit,"  xii.  24.  "  He  that  loves  his  life  shall  lose  it ;  and  he  that 
hates  his  life  in  this  world  shall  keep  it  unto  life  eternal,"  xii.  25. 
"  If  any  man  serve  me,  the  Father  will  honour  him,"  xii.  26.  "  I,  if  I 
be  lifted  up  from  the  earth,  will  draw  all  men  unto  myself,"  xii.  32. 
''As  ye  have  the  light,  believe  on  the  light,  that  ye  may  become  sons 
of  light,"  xii.  36.  "  He  that  believes  on  me  believes  not  on  me,  but 
on  him  that  sent  me,"  xii.  44.  "  I  came  not  to  judge  the  world,  but 
to  save  the  world,"  xii.  47.  "  I  gave  you  an  example,  that  ye  should 
do  as  I  did  to  you,"  xiii.  15.  "  He  that  receives  whomsoever  I  shall 
send  receives  me,  and  he  that  receives  me  receives  him  that  sent  me," 
xiii.  20.  "A  new  commandment  I  give  you,  that  ye  love  one 
another,  xiii.  34.  "In  this  shall  all  men  know  that  ye  are  my 
disciples,  if  ye  have  love  among  one  another,"  xiii.  35.  "  Let  not 
your  heart  be  troubled ;  ye  believe  in  Grod,  believe  also  in  me,"  xiv. 
I.  "In  my  Father's  house  are  many  mansions,"  xiv.  2.  "  I  am  the 
way  and  the  truth  and  the  life ;  no  one  comes  to  the  Father  except 
through  me,"  xiv.  6.  "He  that  has  seen  me  has  seen  the  Father," 
xiv.  9.  "If  ye  love  me,  ye  will  keep  my  commandments,"  xiv.  15. 
"  He  that  loves  me  shall  be  loved  by  my  Father,  and  I  will  love  him, 
and  will  manifest  myself  to  him,"  xiv.  21.  "  Peace  I  leave  with  you, 
my  peace  I  give  unto  you,"  xiv,  27.  "  Glorify  thy  Son,  that  the  Son 
may  glorify  thee,"  xvii.  i.  "My  kingdom  is  not  from  this  world," 
xviii.  36.  "  To  this  end  have  I  been  bom,  and  to  this  have  I  come 
into  the  world,  that  I  may  bear  witness  to  the  truth,"  xviii.  37. 
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It  ifl  not  true,  then,  that  the  Johannine  Christ  speaks  like  a  Sophist, 
and  ahstains  from  using  brief  and  concise  sayings.  But  if  the  above 
list  (made  not  at  all  for  purposes  of  comparison)  be  compared  with 
Justin's  selection  from  the  Synoptics,  a  pervading  difference  will  at 
once  make  itself  felt.  The  latter  gives  a  summary  of  the  ethical 
requirements  of  Christianity,  in  regard  to  temperance,  love,  giving 
to  the  needy,  being  serviceable,  and  free  from  anger,  swearing, 
worshipping  God  only,  doing  what  Christ  requires,  paying  tribute. 
The  former  is  mainly  spiritual  and  doctrinal,  and  seems  clearly  more 
fitted  for  use  among  believers  than  for  apologetic  purposes. 
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CHAPTER  III 

THE  PX7BP0SE  WITH  WHICH  THE  GOSPEL  WAS  WRITTEN 

In  view  of  the  facts  set  forth  m  the  preceding  chapter,  we 
may  consider  next  with  what  purpose  the  book  was  written. 
And  first  we  may  set  aside  some  suppositions  which  do  not 
appear  to  be  tenabla  The  usual  object  of  a  biography  is  to 
delineate  f aithfuUy  the  life  and  character  of  its  hero,  and  it  is 
usual  in  modem  times  to  collect  together  every  kind  of 
detail  which  a  scrupulous  diligence  can  discover.  But  even 
now  biographies  of  well-known  men,  who  may  serve  as  illustra- 
tions of  some  noble  quality,  are  written  with  a  didactic  end  in 
view ;  and  then  there  is  a  selection  from  the  existing  material, 
and  those  incidents  are  dwelt  upon  which  are  at  once  the 
most  interesting  and  the  best  calculated  to  exhibit  the  traits  of 
character  which  the  writer  wishes  to  commend  to  the  reader's 
attention.  In  such  a  work,  while  we  look  for  reasonable  care, 
we  do  not  expect  the  same  minute  accuracy,  and  still  less  the 
same  complete  portraiture,  which  we  require  in  a  life  written 
with  a  purely  biographical  purpose.  The  intention  of  the 
author  affects  also  that  of  the  reader,  and  we  consult  books  of 
this  class,  not  for  information  about  successive  events,  but  for 
instruction  in  principles  affecting  life  and  character.  Now  the 
Fourth  Gospel  may  be  regarded  as  an  extreme  example  of  this 
kind  of  biography.  It  is  not  its  object  to  tell  us  all  that  can 
be  learned  about  the  life  of  Jesus,  but  to  awaken  or  strengthen 
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our  faith  in  him.  It  assumes  that  we  are  already  acquainted 
with  his  life,  and  the  writer  avowedly  lays  before  us  only  a 
portion  of  a  much  larger  mass  of  material  which  was  at  his 
disposal.  The  omission  of  the  parables  shows  that  he  did 
not  aim  at  giving  an  illustrative  picture  of  what  was  mosb 
characteristic  in  Jesus.  But  may  he  not  have  intended  to 
supplement  or  correct  the  deficiences  of  the  Synoptists,  and  to 
that  extent  have  been  governed  by  a  simply  biographical 
interest  ?  This  may,  I  think,  have  affected  to  some  extent  the 
execution  of  his  plan ;  but  I  see  no  evidence  that  it  was  either 
the  ihitial  or  the  governing  motive  of  his  work.  He  himself 
gives  no  intimation  of  such  a  design,  and  the  book  has  not  in 
the  least  the  appearance  of  a  supplement  ^t  is  not  a  collection 
of  fragments,  but  the  selected  materials  are  combined  into  a 
finished  structure,  and  the  several  parte  take  their  places,  not 
to  fill  up  the  gaps  in  another  plan,  but  to  subserve  the  total 
impression  of  the  composition  in  which  they  are  found.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  we  must  accept  fully  and  frankly  all 
that  is  involved  in  the  author's  own  statement  that  he  wrote 
in  the  interests  of  faith,  and  not  of  biographical  fact.  Of 
course,  incidents  recorded  in  this  way  may  be  facts ;  but,  as 
bearing  on  our  judgment  of  some  difiicult  questions,  it  is  most 
important  for  us  to  see  clearly  that  the  placing  of  mere  facts  on 
record  was  not  the  author's  primary  object 

Now  if  the  book  was  written  to  promote  faith,  we  cannot 
help  asking,  whose  faith?  If  we  look  merely  at  the  pro^ 
position  that ''  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  Qod,"  we  might 
think  that  the  work  was  intended  for  unbelievers,  for  this 
surely  is  fundamental  in  Christian  belief.  But  as  some 
knowledge  of  the  evangelical  history  is  presupposed,  it  is 
evident  that  the  expected  readers  must  be  Christian&  Must 
we,  then,  think  of  some  heretical  sect,  and  suppose  that  we 
have  before  us  a  controversial  pamphlet  7    Ancient  as  well  as 
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modem  writers  have  believed  that  Cerinthos  was  the  object  of 
attack,  and  others  have  had  recourse  to  the  Docetsd  or  the 
EbLOoitea    Without  entering  into  the  details  of  particular 
systems,  and   considering  how  far    the    Gospel    stands    in 
opposition  to  them,  I  think  we  may  fairly  say  that  at  all  events 
that  opposition  is  confined  to  very  few  passages,  that  it  is 
nowhere  explicit,  and  that  it  affords  no  explanation  even 
approximately    adequate    of    the    entire   composition.    The 
solution  of  the  difficulty  presented  by  the  last  verse  of  the 
twentieth  chapter  may  rather  be  found  in  the  high  sense 
which  the  author  attaches  to  the  word  faith.    He  does  not 
wish  only  to  persuade  men  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ ;  he  wants 
them  so  to  believe  as  to  have  life  in  his  name.    life  is  one  of 
the  notes  of  the  Gospel    It  is  not  indeed  unknown  to  the 
Synoptists,  for  Matthew  has  the  word  seven  times,  Mark  four 
times,  and  Luke  four  times.^    But  John  uses  it  thirty-six 
times,  and  it  clearly  contains  with  him  a  fundamental  thought. 
Now  the  faith  which  he  wished  to  promote  was  one  so  deep 
and  heartfelt  as  to  result  in  life,  life  inward  and  eternal,  as 
it  has  been  depicted  in  the  course  of  the  narrative.    A  man 
may  believe  and  be  free  from  the  seductions  of  any  heretical 
hypothesis;  and  yet  his  faith  may  be  constantly  worn  down 
by  the  friction  of  the  world  and  of  self,  and  need  renewal 
from  the  words  of  one  who  himself  lives  above  the  world,  and 
is  conscious  of  eternal  life  abiding  in  his  own  breast.    I  think, 
then,  that  the  writer  stands  above  ephemeral  controversies, 
and  addresses  the  universal  Church,  and  that  his  Gospel,  far 
from  being  a  polemical  pamphlet,  is  the  utterance  of  one 
of  those  rare  souls  who  speak  with  timeless  voice  to  the 
permanent  needs  of  man. 

If  these  remarks  are  correct,  the  statement  that  the  book 
has  been  written  with  a  theological  interest  would  be  mis- 
^  Beeides  once  or  twine  in  a  lower  sense. 
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leading  unless  we  took  into  account  the  character  of  the 
theology  which  it  represents.  Theology  suggests  intellectual 
forms,  worked  out  into  a  syBbem,  and  supported  by  coherent 
argument.  But  this  is  not  what  we  find  in  the  Fourth 
OospeL  The  faith  which  it  wishes  to  create  is  spiritual 
rather  than  intellectual  It  is  not  systematic.  It  does  not 
present  its  propositions  in  a  regular  order  of  mutual  depen- 
dence, and  invite  our  acceptance  of  them  by  the  logical 
cogency  of  its  proofs.  It  does  not  even  define  its  leading 
terms,  but  flings  them  out  in  a  sublime  vagueness,  and  allows 
them,  as  in  some  heavenly  trance,  to  pass  with  dim  majesty 
before  the  eye  of  the  soul,  so  as  to  make  their  own  impression 
according  to  the  spiritual  sensibility.  Neither  is  the  theology 
an  expression  of  the  philosophical  schoola  Some  of  the  terms 
and  ideas  remind  one,  indeed,  of  the  system  of  Philo,  and  a 
careful  study  of  Philo  is  of  great  service  in  enabling  us  to 
understand  the  Qospel  as  well  as  the  later  system  of  theology 
which  professes  to  interpret  it.  But  the  picture  of  Jesus 
himself  has  nothing  in  the  least  answering  to  it  in  Philo,  and 
the  very  ideas  which  have  most  appearance  of  being  derived 
have  been  brought  under  the  transfiguring  influence  of  an 
original  and  creative  mind,  and  turned  out  stripped  of  their 
philosophical  dress,  and  robed  with  a  new  spiritual  beauty  to 
captivate  the  world.  Nothing  indeed  can  well  be  more  unlike 
than  Philo  and  John,  the  bulky  and  difluse  rhetoric  of  talent 
and  the  brief  condensed  simplicity  of  genius.^    The  philo- 

^  M.  Jean  lUville  regards  the  writer  throughout  aa  a  man  imbued  with 
the  Alexandrian  philosophy,  which  is  embodied  in  the  works  of  Philo. 
His  view,  while  containing  an  element  of  truth,  appears  to  me  greatly 
exaggerated.  See  also,  on  the  same  side,  Anathon  Aall,  OeachichU  der  Logos- 
idee  in  der  ekridUchen  IMeraJtwr^  1899 ;  and  Julius  Qrill,  TJiaXeTW/^nQm 
fiber  die  Ewtetehvmg  dee  vierten  Evaiigeliumi,  Erster  Teil,  1902,  where  the  text 
of  Philo  bearing  on  the  subject  is  very  fully  given.  Against  the  hypothesis 
of  direct  literary  dependence  we  have  to  set  not  only  the  complete  difference 
of  style,  but  the  total  absence  of  Philo's  special  vocabulary,  not  only  in 
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sophical  terms  are  like  soft  echoes  from  some  lower  world, 
and  the  whole  treatment  of  them  leaves  on  my  mind  the 
impression  of  one  who  did  not  belong  to  the  schools,  but  knew 
from  the  society  around  him  the  language  and  the  difficulties 
of  the  thoughtful  men  of  his  time,  and  sought  to  answer  their 
questionings,  not  by  sinking  into  the  wordy  dialectics  of  a 
sophist,  but  by  taking  up  the  current  terms,  and  transmuting 
them  with  the  fire  of  a  faith  which  was  more  akin  to  spiritual 
imagination  than  to  speculative  philosophy.  Hence  his 
replies,  though  tinged  with  the  colours  of  the  age  in  which  he 
lived,  are  in  substance  quite  independent  of  Ebionite  or  Gnostic 
controversies,  and  pierce  to  the  hidden  roots  of  faith  and 
unbelief  in  the  enduring  nature  of  man.  He  does  not  attempt 
to  clear  up  mere  intellectual  doubts  and  perplexities ;  for  these 
vary  from  age  to  age,  and  may  be  due  to  the  inward  striving 
of  the  spirit  towards  a  nobler  Ufa  He  saw  that  there  was 
more  faith  in  patiently  waiting  for  the  light,  which  will 
make  clear  the  things  that  we  understand  not  now,  than  in 
binding  up  the  soul  in  dogmatic  leading-strings.  The  un- 
belief which  is  of  the  earth,  and  cuts  men  off  from  God,  what- 
ever may  be  their  profession,  he  traces  to  the  unregenerate 
heart,  the  false  deference  to  a  dead  authority,  the  wishing  to 
agree  or  seem  to  agree  with  the  multitude  or  with  the  rulers 
and  the  learned,  the  seeking  of  glory  one  from  another,  and 
not  the  glory  that  comes  from  the  only  God.  These  are  the 
things  that  blind  men,  and  place  them  on  the  wrong  side  in 
the  great  crises  of  history,  when  individuals  and  nations  are 
sifted,  and  the  heralds  of  God  sound  an  alarm  to  a  world 
buried  in  spiritual  sleep.    And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  life  is 

relation  to  Qod,  but  in  regard  to  the  Logos.  The  idea  of  the  Logos  itself 
had  long  been  a  commonplace  in  Philosophy,  and  the  adoption  of  it  no  more 
proves  a  philosophical  education  than  the  use  of  the  word  evolution  would 
do  so  at  the  present  day. 
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the  light  of  men,  and  he  who  seeks  not  his  own  will,  who 
desires  only  the  glory  of  Him  who  senjt  him,  judges  justly  and 
his  heart  is  at  peace  amid  the  strife  of  tongues. 

There  is  one  other  characteristic  which  explains  those  thai 
we  have  just  noticed :  the  author  writes  out  of  the  fulness  of 
his  own  inward  experience.  Passage  after  passage  might  be 
quoted  in  illustration  of  this  statement;  but  a  few  must 
suffice.  Interrupting  one  of  his  great  utterances,  he  exclaims, 
''  We  beheld  his  glory,  glory  as  of  an  only-begotten  from  a 
father."  ^  Am  I  wrong  in  saying  that  these  words  indicate  a 
profound  sense  of  having  received  a  veritable  revelati<»i, 
opening  up  vistas  of  heavenly  glory  that  reached  the  very 
bosom  of  God  ?  ''  He  declared  him  " :  ^  had  not  Christ  declared 
Him  to  the  heart  of  this  disciple,  and  made  him  realize  for  the 
first  time  what  it  was  to  live  in  communion  with  the  Father  ? 
The  author  teaches  at  length  the  doctrine  of  regeneration: 
had  he  not  experienced  a  vital  change  ?  It  is  possible  even 
that,  like  Nicodemus,  he  was  an  old  man  when  the  spirit^ 
blowing  where  it  listed,  lighted  upon  him  with  a  new  power, 
and  showed  him  as  never  before  the  true  glory  of  his  master 
and  its  far-reaching  consequences.  Hence  he  knew  in  him- 
self that  he  had  eternal  life,  that  he  had  passed  out  of  death 
into  lif e.^  ''  If  the  Son  shall  make  you  free  ye  shall  be  free 
indeed."  ^  He  does  not  describe  this  freedom  ;  but  did  he  not 
feel  within  him  the  freedom  of  a  child  of  Qod,  and  trace  it  to 
the  emancipating  power  of  him  who  was  ''  the  Son  "  ?  Finally, 
did  he  not  enjoy  the  exalted  communion  of  Love,  with  its  open 
vision  of  the  Beloved,  with  its  indwelling  of  the  Father  and 
the  Son,  with  its  Holy  Spirit  of  Truth,  which  the  world  in 
all  its  cleverness  and  knowledge  cannot  see  ?  Such  was  this 
''theologian,"  as  the  ancients  called  him;  not  the  framer  of 
bare  dogmas,  not  the  architect  of  a  system,  not  the  disputer 

*  1.  14-  '  i.  18.  •  V.  24.  «  viii.  361 
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of  this  world,  but  one  who  saw  the  heavens  opened,  and  the 
angels  of  Ood  ascending  and  descending  upon  the  Son  of  Man, 
who  walked  with  the  rapt  face  of  one  whose  faith  had  sub- 
dued the  world,  and  who,  out  of  the  depths  of  his  loving 
heart,  told,  not  only  to  his  own  generation,  but  to  generations 
far  distant  in  time  and  country,  where  he  had  found  the 
secret  of  eternal  life. 
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CHAPTER  IV 

HOW  FAB  IS  THE  GOSPEL  HISTOBICAL? 

If  the  purpoee  of  the  book  has  been  correctly  described,  we 
cannot  but  ask  whether  its  contents  may  not  have  been  very 
largely  coloured  by  the  idiosyncrasies  of  the  writer's  mind. 
This  is  the  point  which  must  next  engage  our  attention.  It 
is  one  which  might  seem  to  depend  on  the  question  of 
authorship ;  but  in  fact  it  has  to  be  determined  to  a  consider- 
able extent  upon  other  grounds,  and,  in  the  present  state  of 
inquiry,  it  has  become  one  of  the  most  important  items  of 
evidence  through  which  a  conclusion  respecting  the  author- 
ship is  reached  The  relation  between  those  two  inquiries 
must  be  considered  farther  on;  at  present  we  must  try  to 
estimate  the  historical  character  of  the  book  by  a  just  criticism 
of  the  contenta  That  this  is  a  very  difficult  task  to  accomplish 
without  bias  I  am  well  aware ;  and  I  fully  admit  that  com- 
petent and  impartial  men  may  differ  from  the  conclusion 
which  forces  itself  on  my  own  mind,  though  I  think  opinion 
is  steadily  growing,  among  both  opponents  and  defenders  of 
the  Johannine  authorship,  in  the  direction  in  which  the 
facts  seem  to  me  to  point,  so  that  the  contest  between  opposite 
camps  is  one  rather  of  degree  than  of  principle. 

First  of  all  let  us  guard  against  an  error  into  which  a 
modem  and  western  investigator  is  peculiarly  apt  to  falL 
To  ask  whether  a  work  is  historical  or  not,  is  not  the  same 
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thing  as  asking  whether  it  is  true  or  not;  for  truth  in  regard 
to  the  past  may  be  of  two  kinds.  This  is  an  age  of  research 
and  scientific  accuracy,  and  the  truth  which  we  demand  in 
history  is  truth  of  fact.  There  must  be  no  error  in  a  gene- 
alogy; nothing  must  be  said  to  have  happened  on  Monday 
if  it  really  happened  on  Tuesday ;  no  action  must  be  ascribed 
to  a  man  which  we  are  not  prepared  to  support  in  a  court  of 
justice.  All  this  is  perfectly  right,  so  long  as  it  does  not 
blind  us  to  a  higher  truth.  The  facts  in  themselves  are 
utterly  barren.  In  history,  as  in  religion,  it  is  the  spirit  that 
quickens,  and  unless  we  can  penetrate  the  spirit  of  great 
historical  transactions,  interpret  the  principles  out  of  which 
they  sprung,  and  throw  ourselves  with  sympathetic  imagina- 
tion into  the  passions  which  animated  the  great  human  drama, 
we  miss  the  only  truth  which  is  worth  receiving.  Now  it 
is  possible,  and  it  was  far  easier  long  ago  than  it  is  now,  to 
think  less  of  the  facts  than  of  the  inner  meaning  of  the  facts, 
and  to  believe  that  the  highest  historical  truth  is  not  reached 
till  the  due  impression  is  made  upon  the  mind  of  the  reader, 
even  though  that  impression  cannot  be  made  until  the  facts 
are  cast  into  the  striking  forms  and  tinted  with  the  warm 
colours  of  historical  imagination.  I  may  illustrate  these 
remarks  by  a  quotation  from  Macaulay,  who  certainly  was 
not  a  sentimentalist.  In  speaking  of  Machiavelli's  History  of 
FloreTice  he  says,  **  The  History  does  not  appear  to  be  the  fruit 
of  much  industry  or  research.  It  is  unquestionably  inaccurate. 
But  it  is  elegant,  lively,  and  picturesque,  beyond  any  other 
in  the  Italian  language.  The  reader,  we  believe,  carries  away 
from  it  a  more  vivid  and  more  faithful  impression  of  the 
national  character  and  manners  than  from  more  correct 
accounts.  The  truth  is,  that  the  book  belongs  rather  to 
ancient  than  to  modem  literature.  It  is  in  the  style,  not  of 
Davila  and  Clarendon,  but  of  Herodotus  and  Tacitus ;  and  the 
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daasieal  histories  may  almost  be  called  romances  founded  in 
fact  The  relation  is,  no  doubt,  in  all  its  principal  points, 
strictly  tme.  But  the  numerous  little  incidents  which  heighten 
the  interest,  the  words,  the  gestures,  the  looks,  are  evidently 
furnished  by  the  imagination  of  the  author.  The  fashion  of 
later  times  is  different.  A  more  exact  narrative  is  given  by 
the  writer.  It  may  be  doubted  whether  more  exact  notions 
are  conveyed  to  the  reader.  The  best  portraits  are  those  in 
which  there  is  a  slight  mixture  of  caricature;  and  we  are  not 
aware  that  the  best  histories  are  not  those  in  which  a  litUe 
of  the  exaggeration  of  fictitious  narrative  is  judiciously 
employed.  Something  is  lost  in  accuracy,  but  much  is 
gained  in  effect.  The  fainter  lines  are  neglected,  but  the 
great  characteristic  features  are  imprinted  on  the  mind 
forever."^  Earlier  in  the  same  essay  he  says:  "How 
Philip  disposed  his  troops  at  ChaBronea,  where  Hannibal 
crossed  the  Alps,  whether  Mary  blew  up  Damley,  or  Siquier 
shot  Charles  the  Twelfth,  and  ten  thousand  other  questions  of 
the  same  description,  are  in  themselves  unimportant.  The 
inquiry  may  amuse  us,  but  the  decision  leaves  us  no  wiser. 
He  alone  reads  history  aright  who,  observing  how  powerfully 
circxunstances  influence  the  feelings  and  opinions  of  men,  how 
often  vices  pass  into  virtues,  and  paradoxes  into  axioms,  learns 
to  distinguish  what  is  accidental  and  transitory  in  human 
nature  from  what  is  essential  and  immutable."  Now  I 
suppose  we  may  safely  assume,  as  one  of  the  established 
results  of  criticism,  that  the  distinction  between  ancient  and 
modem  history  which  is  pointed  out  in  the  former  of  these 
passages  is  exemplified  at  least  as  fuUy  by  the  narratives  of 
the  Old  Testament  as  by  the  histories  of  Greece  and  Bome. 
We  must  add  that  the  Hebrew  writers  had  a  motive  which 
was  foreign  to  the  classical,  or  present  in  a  very  subordinate 
^  Essay  on  Machiavelli,  near  the  end. 
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degree.  They  saw  a  divine  meamng  in  the  history  of  their 
people,  and  they  were  anxious  not  only  to  make  their 
narrative  vivid,  but  to  show  how  Qod  had  acted  and  spoken 
through  the  heroes  of  the  olden  time.  A  history,  however 
accurate,  which  did  not  present  this  clearly  to  the  popular 
mind  would  not  have  been  to  them  a  true  history.  The  facts 
were  the  drapery  in  which  the  word  of  Qod  clothed  itself; 
and  as  things  heard  are  not  so  vivid  as  things  seen,  it  was 
necessary  to  enlarge  the  forms  and  heighten  the  colours  in 
order  to  produce  truth  of  impression.  This  tendency  is 
especially  apparent  in  the  adoption  of  Haggadah  by  the 
Rabbinical  schoola  The  object  of  Ebggadah  was  illustration 
and  edification,  and  the  method  was  about  as  remote  from 
modem  historical  criticism  as  it  is  possible  to  conceive ;  but 
probably  these  laborious  Rabbis  were  just  as  proud  of  it  as  the 
modem  critic  is  of  his  newly-found  instrument  of  research. 
In  this  form  of  exposition,  to  quote  the  words  of  Deutsch, 
''  The  persons  of  the  Bible  ....  became,  apart  from  their  pre- 
supposed historical  reality,  a  symbol  and  an  allegory.  And 
what  the  narrative  had  omitted  the  Haggadah  supplied  in 
many  variations.  It  filled  up  these  gaps,  as  a  prophet 
looking  into  the  past  might  do ;  it  explained  the  motives ;  it 
enlarged  the  story."  ^  If  we  extend  our  view  beyond  Palestine, 
we  find  the  system  of  allegorical  interpretation  in  its  full 
development  among  the  Jews  of  Alexandria,  and  see  it  also, 
though  in  a  subdued  form,  in  the  writings  of  Paul  of  Tarsus. 
Nothing  could  be  more  adapted  to  destroy  what  we  should 
call  the  historical  sense ;  for  in  it  the  whole  value  of  ancient 
facts  lay  in  their  embodiment  of  philosophical  or  religious 
ideas.  Men  like  Philo  had  no  interest  in  inquiring  whether 
an  incident  really  occurred  in  this  way  or  in  that,  and  what 
we  regard  as  the  exercise  of  the  first  duty  of  an  historian, 
>  Litemry  Bemamif  "p.  4$, 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


32  HOW  FAR  HISTORICAL 

they  would  probably  have  viewed  as  learned  trifling.  If 
we  would  understand  the  narratives  of  this  period,  we  must 
try  to  place  ourselves  within  its  mental  atmosphere,  and  not 
yield  to  that  narrowness  of  mind  which  judges  the  past  by  the 
current  phrases  of  its  own  day.^ 

These  observations  may  prepare  us  to  examine  without 
discomposure  the  allegation  that  the  Fourth  Gospel  is  not  an 
historical  book  in  our  sense  of  the  word.  In  the  age  of 
Haggadah  and  allegory  it  is  conceivable  that  a  man  might  be 
found  who  had  a  dreamy  perception  of  external  things,  but 
entered  with  his  whole  soul  into  the  divine  meaning  which  lay 
behind  nature  and  human  life.  Such  a  one  might  conceivably 
throw  some  of  his  ideas  into  the  form  of  allegory,  and  re- 
present as  spoken  by  Christ  on  earth  what  in  reality  his 
Spirit  had  been  saying  to  the  world  since  he  was  hidden  from 
the  eyes  of  men.  In  writing  a  history  of  this  kind  he  might 
expect  his  contemporaries  to  understand  him,  and  to  extract 
the  essence  of  his  spiritual  thought  without  dwelling  too 
much  on  the  casket  which  contained  it.  There  is  an  interest- 
ing item  of  evidence  that  this  was  the  earliest  view  which 
was  taken  of  the  Fourth  Gospel.  It  has  been  preserved  by 
Eusebius  ^  from  the  lost  "  Outlines  *'  *  of  Clement  of  Alexandria. 
The  fragment  professes  to  give  the  tradition  of  the  Presbjrters 
from  the  first, ^  and  says,  among  other  things,  ''that  John, 
however,  last,  having  observed  that  the  bodily  things  had  been 
exhibited  in  the  Gospels,  being  exhorted  by    his    friends, 

1  An  interesting  illustration  is  afforded  by  **  The  Holy  Life  and  Death  of 
the  Lady  Letece,  Yi-Conntess  Falkland,  etc.,  by  John  Duncan  Parson." 
This  work  contains  letters,  ostensibly  of  Lady  Falkland's,  together  with  the 
answers,  which  are  really  composed  by  the  author,  giving,  as  he  says,  <<  not 
a  strict  relation,  but  a  representation."  See  the  account  in  Tulloch's  Ba^iondl 
Theology  and  Chrittian  PhUoiophy  in  Englomd  in  the  Seventeenth  Century, 
1872,  i.  p.  88,  note  i. 

*  Hist.  Ee.,  vi.  14.  •  'rTorvw^^us. 

*  weipdZoe'iw  rmp  iufiitaBtw  wp9e'0vr4pmw. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


THE  EARLIEST  VIEW  33 

inspired  by  the  Spirit,  produced  a  spiritual  Gospel"  ^  Now  in 
the  language  of  Alexandria,  ^  that  which  is  bodily  *'*  denoted 
the  literal  sense  of  Scripture,  while  "  that  which  is  spiritual "  ' 
signified  the  higher  figurative  or  allegorical  meaning.^ 
Clement's  statement,  therefore,  would  not  mean  that  the  other 
Gk)spels  told  more  about  the  bodily  life  of  Christ,  and  the 
Johannine  more  about  his  teaching,  but  that  the  former  were 
literal  histories,  whereas  John,  under  the  influence  of  a 
special  inspiration,  set  forth  his  higher  and  more  secret 
doctrine  in  the  form  of  allegory.  The  correctness  of  this 
interpretation  is  confirmed  by  the  very  plain  statements  of 
Origen.  In  connection  with  the  visit  to  Capernaum  in  John 
iL  12,  he  shows  at  length  that  the  fourth  evangelist  is  not  in 
historical  agreement  with  the  others,  and,  as  this  is  only  one 
out  of  several  instances,  he  declares  that,  if  all  four  Gospels 
are  to  be  received,  it  can  only  be  through  the  recognition  "  that 
their  truth  is  not  in  the  bodily  (or  literal)  characters,"  ^  and  he 
lays  down  the  somewhat  startling  rule,  that,  where  the  writers 
were  unable  to  speak  the  truth  ''at  once  spiritually  and 
corporeally"  (or  allegorically  and  literally),®  it  was  their 
purpose  "to  prefer  the  spiritual  to  the  corporeal,  the  true 
spiritual  being  often  preserved  in  the  corporeal  falsehood,  as 

*  T^r  pJvroi  *\m^vji¥  Id'xaroF  a'vin96yra  Sri  rk  <rmfiaruck  ip  rois  ^boiyy^Klois 

vM^aai  §ifayy4Kiow. 

■  rh  emfupruc6w,  *  rh  ww9vfutTuc6¥. 

«See  especiallj  Origen,  De  PryndpUi^  iv.  11  sgg.,  where  it  ia  pertinent  to 
observe  that  he  gives  an  allegorical  explanation  of  the  vessels  of  water  at 
Cana.  Farther  on  he  says  that  the  Gospels  are  fall  of  things  that  are  said 
to  have  happened,  hut  did  not  happen  literally,  and  that  with  literal 
nanatives  inniunerable  things  are  mixed  up  which  did  not  really  happen,  s6., 
16.  See  also  Clem.  AL,  Strom^  vi.  15  tq^  p.  807,  Potter,  who  describes  as 
T^  vm/ta  r«9¥  ypa^0  rks  x^|ffct  kcU  rk  Mfuertu  Philo  had  already  compared 
Uie  literal  sense  to  the  body,  the  symbolical  to  the  soul, — x^  rovra  /ikif 

tr^liari  ioutdpoi  y/dCw,  r^vxS  '^  ^k<«^«  i^e  MignU.  il&.,  §  16,  i.  450). 

'  thm  iiKrf0^s  a)br&i^  •iic  ip  rois  0'mfiarucois  xopoKT^ptf'ir.     Com,  in  Joan.j  X.  2. 

•  «F«v;urriJC«f  ^a  ical  <r»fiaTiK&s. 
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one  may  say/'^  There  is  an  echo  of  this  view  even  in 
Epiphanius:  "for  most  of  the  things  spoken  by  him  were 
spiritual,  the  fleshly  things  being  already  certified."  ^  If  this 
belief  prevailed  at  all  widely  in  the  second  century,  it  would 
account  for  the  comparative  neglect  of  the  Qospel  by  an 
apologist  like  Justin  Martyr,  who  would  derive  his  own 
doctrines  from  it,  but  would  appeal  to  it  very  sparingly  as  an 
evidence  of  facta  On  the  other  hand  the  tendency  to  accept 
it  as  veritable  history  would  naturally  grow  as  time  passed  on, 
and  the  first  impression  made  by  its  publication  gave  way  to 
a  lifelong  familiarity  with  its  contenta  Indeed,  the  common 
mass  of  Christians  would  soon  receive  it  in  its  most  literal 
sense ;  for  the  very  object  of  allegory  was  to  accommodate  itself 
to  the  duller  apprehension  of  less  advanced  minds,  and  under 
the  semblance  of  facts  to  infuse  as  large  an  amount  of 
spiritual  truth  as  each  man  was  able  to  assimilate. 

Does,  then,  the  character  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  afford  any 
sanction  to  this  ancient  account  of  its  purpose  ?  Undoubtedly 
its  avowed  theological  aim  and  its  general  tone  are  calculated 
to  suggest  something  of  the  kind,  and  may  induce  us  to 
scrutinize  the  matter  more  closely.  We  will  look  first  at  the 
speeches  and  then  at  the  eventa 

In  the  speeches  no  one  who  was  not  committed  to  the  old 
idea  of  infallibility  would  expect  to  find  verbal  exactness. 
On  any  hypothesis  they  were  not  written  in  the  Gospel  till  at 
least  fifty  or  sixty  years  after  they  were  spoken ;  and  although 
certain  expressions  might  fix  themselves  indelibly  in  the 
memory,  the  speeches  as  a  whole  could  not  be  communicated 
after  that  lapse  of  time  with  the  accuracy  of  a  modem  news* 


*  vpoicpiptuf  rh  irrcv/iariK^  tow  ctt/iorucov,  ^^(ofUwov  roXXdUcci  rod  i\ii$ovs 
-arcv^aTucov  4p  r^  cwfiariK^,  &s  hf  clWot  tit,  f  t^Sct.     lb.  4,  p.  282,  Lom. 

^  irycv/Aaruc^  "yip  ?r  tA  vkMra  *»'  ahrov  Kty6fi%tfa,  rmw  ffvtpKUt&w  4JJi| 
ivav^aKKtrBiwrmy.     HatT.y  li.  1 9.     rFcv/uiriictft— allegOlically  (i&.  32). 
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paper  report  The  memory  might  indeed  have  retained  them 
with  a  great  degree  of  correctness  if  through  all  that  time 
they  had  been  made  the  subject  of  catechetical  instruction; 
but  if  that  had  been  the  case,  they  would  surely  have  blended 
with  the  synoptic  tradition,  and  not  have  stood  apart  in  their 
present  strange  singularity.  From  this  consideration  it  seems 
probable  that  no  more  can  be  justly  claimed  for  them  than 
that  they  are  genuine  reminiscences,  called  up  after  the  lapse 
of  many  eventful  and  exciting  years,  and  consequently  liable 
not  only  to  be  conveyed  in  the  author's  peculiar  manner,  but 
to  have  their  substance  affected  by  the  intermingling  of  his 
own  feelings  and  experiences.  We  find,  accordingly,  that  the 
style  of  the  speeches  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  Evangelist. 
In  the  address  to  Nicodemus  it  is  by  no  means  evident  where 
the  language  of  Christ  is  supposed  to  end  and  that  of  the 
Evangelist  to  begin;  and  so  slight  is  the  historical  interest 
that  we  are  told  nothing  of  the  end  or  the  result  of  the  inter- 
view. John  the  Baptist  also  speaks  the  language  and  the 
thoughts  of  the  writer,  so  much  so  that  many  suppose  that 
the  address  at  Aenon  loses  itself  and  disappears  in  the  author's 
reflection&  At  xii.  36  there  is  a  pause  in  the  narrative,  and 
Jesus  withdraws  into  concealment.  Then  come  reflections  of 
the  author  upon  unbelief  and  upon  cowardly  belief.  These 
are  succeeded  by  a  speech  from  Jesus,  to  which  no  place  is 
assigned;  and  it  seems  to  be  the  author's  way  of  summing 
up  the  teaching  contained  in  the  former  part  of  his  work. 
When  we  add  that  the  style  of  Christ's  teaching  is  different 
from  that  in  the  Synoptics,  we  have  a  body  of  evidence  which 
has  convinced  some  of  the  ablest  defenders  of  the  Johannine 
authorship  that  the  speeches  have  been  very  deeply  coloured 
in  their  passage  through  the  writer's  mind. 

But  can  we  go  further,  and  find  any  traces  of  a  later  date 
than  the  time  of  Christ?    The  universalism  of  Christianity 
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is  explicit  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus.  He  speaks  with  the 
consciousness  of  a  world-wide  mission.  He  refers  to  the  law 
as  "your  law/'  "their  law/'^  as  though  he  and  his  followers 
were  quite  independent  of  and  above  it.  Faith  in  himself  was 
the  one  all-sufficient  ground  of  life,  and  it  was  only  a  mistaken 
opinion  of  the  Jews  that  life  was  to  be  found  in  the  Scriptures.' 
The  true  worshippers  must  worship  in  spirit  and  in  truth.* 
He  had  other  sheep  which  were  not  of  the  Jewish  fold,  and 
these  he  was  to  bring  so  that  there  should  be  one  flock.^  Now, 
if  this  teaching  had  been  really  so  dear,  the  great  Pauline 
controversy  about  the  obligation  of  the  law  could  hardly  have 
arisen.  Paul,  being  unable  to  appeal  to  any  express  teaching 
of  Christ's,  relies  on  the  significance  of  his  person  and  his 
work;  and  this,  which  is  avowedly  interpretation  in  Paul, 
becomes  in  John  a  constituent  portion  of  Christ's  doctrine. 
This  seems  to  show  that  the  writer  was  guided  in  his  thoughts 
by  the  circumstances  of  his  own  time,  and  was  carrying  back 
into  the  words  of  Jesus  what  had  indeed  resulted  from  the 
whole  spirit  of  his  life  and  teaching.  This  consideration  is 
hardly  qualified  by  the  fact  that  in  some  passages  Jesus 
speaks  in  closer  agreement  with  the  Synoptics.  He  calls  the 
Temple  his  Father's  house.^  He  declares  that  salvation  is 
from  the  Jew&®  He  says  that  the  Scripture  cannot  be 
broken.^  But  this  does  not  alter  the  fact  that  he  sets  up 
faith  in  himself  as  a  new  and  all-sufficient  principle  of  life,  in 
opposition  to  Judaism ;  and  the  historical  correctness  of  some 
passages  does  not  disprove  the  presence  in  others  of  the  inter- 
preting thought  of  a  later  time.  The  same  reflection  of  later 
ideas  is  suggested  by  the  controversy  with  the  Jews.  In 
the  other  Gospels  the  main  points  of  attack  are  the  formalism 
and  hypocrisy  of  the  Pharisees.     But  in  John  the  controversial 

1  viii.  17,  X.  34,  XV.  25.    See  also  vii.  19.  «  v.  39. 

3  iv.  23,  24.  *  X.  16.  *  ii.  16.  •  iv.  22.  ^  X.  35. 
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opponents  as  a  rule  appear  simply  as  "the  Jews,"  and  the 
object  of  attack  is  their  unbelief.  This  points  rather  to  the 
Church's  controversy  with  the  rabbinical  schools  than  to  the 
experiences  of  Jesus  himself.^  Again,  the  confident  claim  to 
be  the  Messiah  from  the  very  first,  making  indeed  the 
proclamation  of  his  Messiahship  the  central  purpose  of  his 
mission,  is  so  unlike  the  teaching  described  especially  by  Mark, 
that  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  they  are  both  historical.  I 
do  not  wish  to  exaggerate  this  difference.  Even  in  the  earlier 
portion  of  the  Synoptics  a  profound  sense  of  greatness  and 
authority  may  be  traced  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus;  but  what 
at  most  is  implied  in  this  part  of  the  Synoptics  has  become 
explicit  and  doctrinal  at  the  very  opening  of  Christ's  ministry 
in  John.  Surely  the  former  representation  is  the  more  likely 
to  be  historical,  and  our  author  carries  back  into  the  earthly 
life  of  Jesus  what,  through  the  Spirit  and  through  the  Church, 
he  had  been  declaring  to  the  Jews  ever  since  they  had  rejected 
and  crucified  him.  This  argument  is  not  weakened  by  an 
appeal  to  x.  24,  where  the  Jews  say,  "  If  thou  art  the  Christ, 
tell  us  plainly,"  as  though  he  had  not  yet  done  so ;  for  Jesus 
replies,  "I  told  you,  and  ye  did  not  believe,"  showing  that 
their  unbelief  was  not  from  any  want  of  explicit  declaration 
on  his  part  Once  more,  the  complete  spiritualizing  of  the 
eschatology,  though  we  would  so  gladly  trace  it  back  to  Jesus 
himself,  is  so  wide  a  deviation  from  the  other  Gospels,  and  is 

^  See  these  considerationa  treated  at  length  in  Weizsacker,  Da$  apott. 
ZeitdUer,  2nd  edition,  1890,  p.  539  iqq.  Qnite  in  accordance  with  the 
Synoptical  account^  however,  the  Pharisees  appear  seventeen  times  as  the 
active  enemies  of  Jesus.  The  Jews  are  mentioned  sixty-six  times,  and  in 
more  than  forty  they  are  the  people  who  dispute  the  claims  which  Jesus 
puts  forward.  This  curious  fact  has  no  parallel  in  the  Synoptics.  In  all 
three  *'  the  Jews"  are  mentioned  only  sixteen  times,  chiefly  in  the  phrase 
*'  the  king  of  the  Jews."  They  are  referred  to  very  rarely  by  the  historians 
themselves  :--once  in  Mt  xxviii.  15  ;  onoe  in  Mk«  vii.  3  ;  twice  in  Lk.  vii. 
3,  xxiii.  51.    The  party  antagonistic  to  Jesus  is  nowhere  so  described. 
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so  easily  explained  by  the  transforming  influence  of  time,  that 
we  seem  to  hear  rather  what  Christ  had  spoken  through 
history  and  inward  experience  to  the  he€krts  of  his  disciples 
than  the  words  which  he  had  addressed  to  them  on  earth. 

There  is  one  other  aspect  of  the  speeches  on  which  we  must 
touch.  Their  egotism  has  led  to  a  charge  of  arrogance  against 
Jesus  on  the  assumption  of  their  genuineness,  and  to  an 
assertion  of  their  falsity  on  the  assumption  that  Jesus  had 
really  a  noble  and  devout  mind.  I  confess  I  am  not  at  present 
able  to  feel  the  validity  of  the  ethical  rule  which  renders 
these  judgments  necessary.  It  seems  to  me  to  rest  on  the 
tacit  supposition  that  Jesus  filled  no  providential  place  in  the 
spiritual  history  of  the  world,  and  that  we  must  reduce  him 
to  the  level,  not  only  of  humanity,  but  of  ordinary  humanity. 
When  his  high  claims  offend  us  we  are  saying  in  our  hearts, 
''Is  not  this  the  son  of  Joseph?  What  business  has  he  to 
talk  in  this  fashion  ? "  But  disregarding  particular  views  of 
Christ's  person,  can  we  not  conceive  a  man  set  apart  to  be  the 
organ  and  leader  of  a  world-wide  spiritual  movement,  and 
becoming  conscious  in  himself  that  it  was  so  ?  Can  we  not 
conceive  him  under  the  burden  of  his  great  message,  rapt  into 
a  oommimion  in  which  he  felt  that  he  was  interpenetrated 
with  the  life  and  word  of  God,  and  that  it  was  laid  upon  him 
to  commimicate  these  to  mankind,  to  draw  to  him  disciples 
who  would  trust  him  to  the  uttermost,  and  to  marshal  the 
consecrated  host  who  were  to  save  the  world  by  suffering  and 
by  love  ?  And  ought  such  a  one  to  teach  nothing  but  abstract 
truth  ?  Ought  he  never  to  cry,  as  he  looked  with  profound 
compassion  upon  the  wants  and  woes  of  his  brethren,  ''If  any 
man  thirst,  let  him  come  unto  me  and  drink ;  if  any  man  is 
sleeping  in  the  death  of  sin,  let  him  hearken  unto  my  voice  and 
live ;  if  any  man  is  groping  after  Ood  in  ancient  parchments, 
and  title-deeds  of  law,  let  him  look  to  me,  for  the  Father  is 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


THE  SPEECHES  39 

here,  living  in  me,  and  I  in  him  ?  **  Surely  to  be  silent  would 
be  to  hide  his  light  under  a  bushel  and  to  be  false  to  the  trust 
that  was  laid  upon  him;  and  it  seems  to  me  a  strangely 
external  way  of  judging  of  conceit  to  be  offended  at  such 
utterances,  without  considering  the  greatness  and  providential 
position  of  him  who  uttered  them,  as  though  self-complacency 
might  not  lurk  under  a  careful  abstinence  from  egotism,  and 
the  deepest  humility  accompany  the  loftiest  claims.  But 
having  said  this,  I  am  prepared  to  admit,  on  historical  grounds, 
that  the  personal  claims  of  Jesus  were  probably  less  plain, 
direct,  and  frequent  than  the  Fourth  Gospel  would  lead  us  to 
suppose.  Other  indications  have  shown  us  that  the  speeches 
have,  to  say  the  least,  been  coloured  in  their  passage  through 
the  writer's  mind ;  and  here,  too,  the  Synoptics  are  probably 
nearer  to  the  historical  facts.  The  writer  had  felt  the 
quickening  influence  of  Christ  with  such  a  rare  power,  that  in 
part  he  is  setting  forth  all  that  Jesus  had  been  to  himself ; 
and  ascribing  to  him  words  which  he  had  heard  in  the  spirit 
rather  than  with  his  fleshly  ears. 

I  must  refer  here  to  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  strict 
authenticity  of  the  speeches,  to  which  Bleek^  attaches  the 
greatest  importance.  He  thinks  the  prophetical  utterances 
of  Christ,  especially  those  relating  to  his  own  approach- 
ing fate,  are  clearly  more  historical  than  those  in  the 
Synoptics.  The  latter  declare  the  coming  events  quite  ex- 
plicitly and  fully ,^  and  yet  we  are  told  that  the  disciples  did 
not  understand  what  was  said,  and  the  catastrophe  came  upon 
them  as  a  surprise.  It  is  therefore  likely  that  Jesus  really 
gave  more  figurative  intimations  of  his  death  and  resurrection, 

^  Einleit,  in  das  N.T.y  4th  ed.,  1886,  pp.  327  sqq.  This  argument  bad 
alreadj  been  need  by  Bertholdt,  EinleU.y  pp.  1305  tqq.  (quoted  by 
BretBcbneider,  ProbabUia,  p.  14). 

*  See  Matt  xvL  21,  xvii.  22  «g.,  zx.  18  sq,;  Mk.  viii.  31,  ix.  31,  x.  33  sq.; 
Lk.  ix.  22,  44>  xviii.  31  sqq. 
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and  these  we  find  in  the  Fourth  QoepeL^  The  same  facts 
make  curiously  different  impressiona  To  me  it  seems  that 
the  Synoptical  account  has  a  much  more  historical  air  than 
the  Johannine.  The  words  have  very  likely  been  made  a 
little  more  explicit,  from  the  writers'  knowledge  of  their  ful- 
filment: but  that  Jesus  should  be  impressed  by  the  judicial 
murder  of  the  Baptist,  and  by  the  growing  opposition  to  him- 
self, and  should  declare  his  conviction  that  the  Jewish  authori- 
ties would  compass  his  death,  and  even  do  so  by  giving  him 
up  to  the  Romans,  and  should  further  assert  his  faith  that 
neither  he  nor  his  cause  could  be  destroyed, — all  this  falls 
within  the  bounds  of  historical  probability.  The  Messianic 
hopes  and  the  mistaken  affection  which  led  Peter  to  rebuke 
him  would  account  for  the  inability  of  the  Apostles  fully  to 
apprehend  his  meaning.  But  the  predictions  in  John  are 
anticipations,  not  of  seeming  disaster  coming  from  the  violence 
of  men,  but  of  the  fulfilment  of  a  voluntarily  accepted  mission. 
"  The  Father  loves  me  because  I  lay  down  my  life  that  I  may 
take  it  again :  no  one  takes  it  from  me,  but  I  lay  it  down  of 
myself," — surely  these  are  not  words  that  merely  contain  a 
dark  intimation  of  having  to  sacrifice  life  in  the  struggle 
against  sin ;  and  for  my  part  I  cannot  see  the  historical  prob- 
ability of  their  having  been  uttered  by  Jesus  himself.  They 
are  rather  his  reply,  through  his  disciple,  to  the  objection  of 
the  Jews  that  they  had  baffled  him  by  the  crucifixion,  and 
proved  that  he  was  not  from  God.  So  little  was  this  the  case, 
that  he  met  his  death  in  voluntary  submission  to  a  divine 
command,  and  thus  death,  instead  of  showing  that  he  was 
deserted  of  God,  secured  him  in  the  Father's  love.  This  was 
a  great  truth,  and  the  writer  saw  that  it  lay  deep  in  the  heart 
of  Christ,  and  sustained  him  on  the  Cross ;  and  yet  the  words 

^  vii.  33  «g.,  viiL  21,  x.  ii,  17  «g.,  xii.  23  «?.,  xiv.  1-4,  18  «gg.,  28,  xvi. 
16. 
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may  not  fit  naturally  into  the  historical  situation  in  which  he 
has  placed  them. 

On  the  whole,  then,  I  am  unable  to  regard  the  speeches  as 
strictly  historical  It  has  indeed  been  contended  with  much 
force  that  there  must  have  been  a  speculative  side  to  the 
teaching  of  Christ,  else  Christianity  could  never  have  had 
such  an  influence  on  the  world  of  thought.  This  is  well 
worthy  of  consideration;  and  I  am  far  from  denying  that 
there  may  be  in  the  Gospel  a  large  admixture  of  genuine 
reminiscence,  especially  of  the  substance  of  the  teaching ;  but 
I  do  not  think  our  critical  appliances  will  enable  us  to  detach 
it^  except  perhaps  in  the  case  of  some  short  and  striking 
sayings,  where  the  writer  expressly  adds  his  own  interpre- 
tation.^ The  writer  himself  probably  could  not  have  told  us 
in  the  case  of  the  longer  speeches  that  this  was  said  in  the 
flesh  and  that  in  the  spirit,  nor  did  he  care  to  make  such  an 
analysis.  Christ  was  always  speaking  these  things  to  his 
listening  soul,  and  what  did  it  matter  if  he  had  not  heard 
these  precise  words  in  Palestine,  when  they  came  to  him 
straight  out  of  the  heart  of  the  Beloved  ?  We,  too,  may 
well  withhold  our  hands  from  the  seamless  robe.  The 
book  is  religious,  giving  us,  not  a  photograph,  but  an 
interpretation  of  a  great  life;  and  it  is  more  important 
for  us  to  understand  the  inner  meaning  of  Christ's 
message  to  the  world,  and  to  hear  with  the  spirit  his 
words  of  life  and  consolation,  than  to  know  the  precise 
phrase  which  once  for  a  moment  ruffled  the  air  of 
Palestine. 

Turning  to  the  events,  we  will  notice  first  some  striking 
diflerences  between  the  Synoptics  and  John,  in  regard  to 

^  See.  ii.  21,  yii.  39,  xii.  33.  This  fact  waa  used  by  Henke,  in  1798, 
aa  an  evidence  that  John  lecoided  the  very  words  of  Jeans.  Bretschneider 
replies  (ProbabUiOy  pp.  22  sqq.). 
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which  some  able  critics  have  discerned  in  the  latter  a  closer 
adherence  to  history. 

Bleek  argues  with  great  force  that  historical  probability 
is  altogether  on  the  side  of  the  Fourth  Qospel  in  its  account 
of  the  journeys  to  the  feasts  at  Jerusalem.^  Men  were 
required  by  the  law  to  present  themselves  at  Jerusalem  three 
times  a  year;  and  even  if  Christ's  ministry  did  not  last  a 
full  year,  it  is  not  likely  that  he  never  made  his  appearance 
in  the  capital.  Still  more  important,  according  to  Bleek,  are 
the  indications  which  the  Synoptics  themselves  contain  that 
Jesus  had  been  several  times  in  Jerusalem  before  the  last 
Passover,  and  endeavoured  to  convert  the  inhabitants  of  the 
city.  He  relies  especiaUy  on  the  appeal  in  Luke  xiiL  34  69.,  Mt. 
xxiii.  37  aq.y  *'  O  Jerusalem,  Jerusalem  ....  how  often  would 
I  have  gathered  thy  children  together,  ....  and  ye  would 
not."  He  thinks  also  that  Joseph  of  Arimath»a  must  have 
become  attached  to  Jesus  duringa  visit  of  the  latter  to  Jerusalem, 
and  that  the  acquaintance  with  Mary  and  Martha  points  in 
the  same  direction.  Finally,  he  contends  that,  if  the  accepted 
tradition  did  not  admit  of  these  repeated  journeys  to  the 
capital,  the  author  could  have  had  no  motive  for  altering 
the  history  in  a  way  which  would  at  once  create  objections 
to  his  work ;  for,  even  if  he  thought  it  necessary  to  transfer 
the  chief  controversy  to  Jerusalem,  he  might  have  escaped 
such  a  glaring  violation  of  fact  by  prolonging  the  visit  which 
was  known  to  be  historical.  These  arguments  are  certainly 
not  without  weight;  but  there  are  considerations  on  the 
other  side  which  greatly  weaken  their  force.  The  negative 
evidence  of  the  Synoptics  is  not  easily  set  aside.    It  is  really 

^  EM.,  p.  298  sqq,  ProfesBor  H.  H.  Wendt  takes  the  same  view,  but 
discuBses  the  question  inadeqoatelj :  Das  JchannMevangeUum,  Ein$ 
Unteriuehung  seiner  Entstehung  u.  seines  geschichtUchen  JVerUSj  1900^  pp- 
Zsqq. 
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a  threefold  evidence,  for  both  Matthew  and  Luke  have  much 
material  peculiar  to  themselves,  so  that  one  or  other  of  them 
might  very  well  have  introduced  some  notice  of  the  visits  to 
Jerusalem.  This  unanimity  of  silence  is  the  more  remarkable 
when  we  remember  that  the  parent  church  was  established 
in  Jerusalem,  where  the  Apostles  would  most  naturally  press 
upon  the  attention  of  their  converts  some  of  the  teaching 
which  had  been  given  in  their  own  city,  especially  as  it  was 
of  such  a  doctrinal  and  fundamental  character.  Whatever 
origin  we  may  assign  to  the  Synoptics,  they  probably  rest  in 
the  last  resort  on  the  oral  teaching  of  the  first  circle  of  disciples, 
and  thus  their  silence  about  the  visits  to  the  feasts  is  very 
difficult  to  explain  except  by  the  supposition  that  these  visits 
never  took  pla,ca  But  it  is  important  to  observe,  further,  that 
the  evidence  is  not  wholly  negative,  for  there  are  certain  sajdngs 
which  seem  to  imply  that  the  writers,  at  all  events,  believed 
that  the  last  public  visit  was  also  the  first.  After  the  con- 
fession of  Peter,  Matthew  relates  that  "  from  that  time  Jesus 
began  to  show  his  disciples  that  it  was  necessary  for  him  to 
go  away  to  Jerusalem,^  and  sufler  many  things."*  These 
words,  which  are  not  in  the  parallel  accounts,  surely  indicate 
the  belief  of  the  evangelist  that  a  visit  to  Jerusalem  was  a 
new  incident  in  the  ministry  of  Christ.  Farther  on  we  are 
told  that  on  the  way  to  Jerusalem  Jesus  took  the  Twelve,  and 
said  to  them, ''  Behold,  we  are  going  up  to  Jerusalem,  and  the 
Son  of  Man  shall  be  delivered  to  the  Chief  Priests  and 
Scribes,"  etc.  ^  Luke  varies  the  subsequent  words,  but  retains, 
''  Behold,  we  are  going  up  to  Jerusalem."  ^  Mark  adds  "  that 
the  disciples  followed  him  with  amazement  and  fear,"  ^  showing 
their  vague  anticipation  of  some  crisis  far  other  than  they 
desired.     It  might  be  said  that  this  state  of  mind  would  be 


^  Au  a^by  iLir«X0€7¥. 

*xvi.  21. 

»  Mt.  XX.  17-18. 

*rvUL  31. 

^  ^  32-33- 
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more  intelligible  if  they  had  already  experienced  the  hostility 

of  Jerusalem ;  but  if  this  were  intended,  we  should  probably 

read,  "Behold  we  are  going  up  again  to  Jerusalem."    The 

passages  as  they  stand  leave  a  decided  impression  that  this 

was  a  new  enterprise,  beset  with  new  dangera    There  is 

another  passage  of  a  similar  kind  in  Luke,^ — ''  When  the  days 

were  being  fulfilled  that  he  should  be  received  up,  he  set  his 

face  steadfastly  to  go  to  Jerusalem."    This  statement  implies 

that  a  journey  to  Jerusalem  demanded  unusual  resolution,  and 

we  may  find  here  the  reason  why  Jesus  refrained  from  going 

up  to  the  feasts.     He  may  have  felt  all  along  that,  if  he  went, 

he  must  take  his  life  in  his  hands,  and  that  the  time  was  not 

come  for  the  death-struggle.     He  who  gave  such  offence  by 

breaking  the  law  of  the  Sabbath  would  have  no  scruple  in 

keeping  away  from  one  or  two  feasts,  and  this  is  all  that  we 

have  to  account    for    within    the    period    allowed    by  the 

Synoptists.    He  might  naturally  seek  to  establish  his  position 

in  Galilee  before  venturing  to  assail  the  capital,  and  it  is 

doubtful  whether  the  hierarchy  would  have  submitted  so 

long  to  the  vehement  attacks  which,  according  to  the  Fourth 

Gospel,  he  made  upon  their  authority.     All  these  indications 

are  confirmed  by  the  evident  belief  of  Matthew  that  Jesus  was 

not  known  in  Jerusalem  except  by  repute ;  for  he  tells  us  that, 

*'  when  he  entered  Jerusalem,  all  the  city  was  moved,  saying, 

Who  is  this?  and  the  multitudes  [that  is,  those  who  were 

coming  up  to  the  feast,  and  escorting  him]  said.  This  is  the 

prophet  Jesus,  he  from  Nazareth  of  Galilee."*    It  appears, 

then,  that  although  the  Synoptical  accounts  do  not  actually 

contradict  the  Fourth  Gospel,  they  belong  to  a  circle    of 

tradition  in  which  it  was  believed  that  Jesus  paid  only  one 

public  visit  to  Jerusalem,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  explain  the 

existence  of  this  tradition  except  on  the  supposition  of  its  truth. 

*ix.  51.  *xxi.  lo-H. 
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Bat  how  are  we  to  explain  the  statements  which  seem  to 
nin  counter  to  this  evidence?    Christ's  acquaintance   with 
people  in  or  near  Jerusalem  presents  no  difficulty  whatever ; 
for,  to  say  nothing  of  the  fact  that  people  from  Jerusalem 
visited  Galilee  for  the  express  purpose  of  hearing  Jesus,'  he 
himself  must  have  been,  and  probably  was,  often  in  Jerusalem 
before  his  public  ministry.    The  only  semblance  of  evidence 
is  contained  in  the  exclamation,  "How  often  would  I  have 
gathered  thy  children  together."  *    Of  this  some  rather  forced 
explanations  have  been  suggested.     Some  understand  by  the 
children  of  Jerusalem  the  Jews  generally ;  but  I  think  Bleek 
justly  considers  this  inconsistent  with  the  context.     Others 
think  that  the  repeated  attempts  may  have  been  made  during 
the  final  visit  to  Jerusalem,  or  during  the  visit  in  Judaea 
mentioned  in  Matthew  xix.  i  and  Mark  x.  i ;  but  the  exclama- 
tion surely  implies  a  yearning  and  an  opposition  extending 
over  a  longer  time.    Another  suggestion  is  that  the  words  are 
a  quotation  from  a  lost  book  called  "  The  Wisdom  of  God," 
which  is  mentioned  in  Luke  xi.  49  as  the  source  of  the  words 
which  in  Matthew  precede  the  appeal  to  Jerusalem.*    But  if 
a  book  is  really  referred  to,  which  seems  very  doubtful,  the 
quotation  apparently  ends  before  the  appeal,  for  the  latter  is 
placed  by  Luke  in  a  diiferent  connection.    But  may  we  not 
find  the  real  solution  in  a  proper  interpretation  of  the  words  ? 
Jesus  does  not  say.  How  often  have  I  come  up  hither,  and 
appealed  to  you  in  vain,  but.  How  often  did  I  wish  to  gather 
thy  children  together,  and  ye  did  not  wish  it.    Need  this 
imply  more  than  that  he  often  wished  to  come  to  Jertlsalem 
and  save  its  people  from  the  impending  ruin,  but  he  knew 
that  there  was  no  willingness  to  receive  or  follow  him  ?    And 

»  Mt  iv.  25,  XV.  I.  •  Mt  xxiii.  37 ;  Lk.  xiii.  34. 

'This  view  ia  adopted  by  Dr  Martineau,  l%e  Seat  of  Authority  in 
Migicn,  1890,  pp.  342-3. 
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now  he  was  coming,  aware  of  the  opposition  that  awaited  him, 
but  resolved  to  make  his  protest,  and  incur  no  blame  for  the 
approaching  desolation.  I  am  afraid,  then,  that  the  symptoms 
of  a  hidden  agreement  between  the  Synoptics  and  John  vanish 
on  a  closer  scrutiny. 

We  have  still  to  observe  that  early  ecclesiastical  tradition, 
though  not  unanimous,  still  to  a  great  extent  favours  the 
synoptical  view.  The  Yalentinians  confined  the  ministry  of 
Christ  to  one  year,  although  they  made  use  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel.  Irenaaus  entirely  dissents,  appealing  to  John  and  to 
the  Johannine  tradition.^  The  Clementine  Homilies^  assumed 
that  Christ  associated  with  his  disciples  for  a  whole  year, 
which  the  writer  is  contrasting  with  a  brief  appearance  in  a 
vision,  so  that  a  longer  time  would  have  suited  him  still  better. 
Tertullian  ^  says  that  Christ  suffered  in  the  fifteenth  year  of 
Tiberius,  when  he  was  about  thirty  years  old,  thus  completely 
departing  from  the  view  of  IrensBu&  Clement  of  Alexandria,^ 
assuming  that  he  preached  only  a  year,  shows  how  this  was 
agreeable  to  the  prophecy,  '*  He  sent  me  to  preach  the  accept- 
able year  of  the  Lord."  Origen  ^  says  that  he  taught  a  year 
and  a  few  months.®  The  tradition  that  he  was  crucified  in 
the  fifteenth  year  of  Tiberius,  in  the  consulship  of  the  Gemini, 
is  found  as  late  as  Lactantius^  and  Augustine.^    Now  this 

1 1,  iii.  3,  II.  XX.  I,  xxii  i-6.  *xvii.  19  ;  also  the  Recogn.  iv.  35. 

'  Adv.  Jud,  viii.  ♦  SiTtim.y  i.  p.  407,  Potter. 

*  De  Princi^.j  iv.  5. 

^  In  Contra  CeUumj  ii.  12,  he  seems  influenced  by  the  Johannine 
chronology, — A  8i  *l^^Zas  wapk  ry  'iiytf'ov  o&9i  rpU  ZUrpv^w  Itij.  He  says, 
'*  fere  annos  tres,"  in  the  Series  veUris  interpretationie  commentariomm  in 
M<U,f  §  40.  But  in  In  LeviL  Hom^  ix.  5,  p.  351,  he  says,  ^*  per  totum  annum 
erat  cum  populo,''  explaining  it  to  be  the  year  which  he  himBelf  called 
'<  the  acceptable  year  of  the  Lord."  I  owe  these  references  to  Dr  Abbot, 
as  below. 

^  Ind,  Div.y  iv.  10 ;  De  Mart.  Pen,,  2. 

"  De  Oiv.  Dei,  xyiil  54.  Elsewhere  Augustine  appears  to  accept  a  ministry 
of  some  years'  duration, — '*  postea  [i.e,,  after  the  baptism]  quot  annos  in  hac 
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view  is  in  such  obvious  contradiction  to  the  Fourth  Gk>8pel 
that  we  are  obliged  to  assume  the  existence  of  a  tradition 
which  was  too  well  grounded  to  be  easily  displaced,  and  it  is 
one  more  evidence  that  men  who  fully  accepted  the  Johannine 
authorship  of  that  Gospel  still  believed  that  its  statements 
were  not  always  to  be  understood  literally.^  On  the  whole, 
then,  I  am  obliged  to  conclude  that  in  regard  to  this  marked 
divergence  from  the  older  accounts,  the  historical  balance 
inclines  against  the  Gospel  of  John.  If  the  writer  himself 
intended  his  work  to  be  interpreted  in  the  spirit  and  not  in 
the  letter,  he  would  have  no  hesitation  in  departing  from  the 
tradition,  and,  indeed,  may  have  thought  that  the  more  he  ran 
counter  to  it,  the  less  likely  was  he  to  be  misunderstood. 
Prom  this  point  of  view  there  would  be  an  obvious  propriety 
in  removing  the  chief  controversies  to  Jerusalem. 

The  next  point,  in  which  many  critics  believe  that  the 
Fourth  Gospel  has  a  decided  advantage  over  the  Synoptics, 
relates  to  the  date  of  the  Last  Supper  and  of  Christ's  death. 
It  has  been  the  prevalent  opinion  that,  whereas  the  Synoptists 
represent  Jesus  as  partaking  of  the  regular  Passover,  and 
therefore  place  the  crucifixion  on  the  15th  of  Nisan,  John 
transfers  the  death  to  the  14th,  and  consequently  does  not 
describe  a  Passover  meal.  The  decisive  passage  for  the 
Johannine  view  is  xviii.  28,  **  They  themselves  did  not  enter 
into  the  Prsetorium,  that  they  might  not  be  defiled,  but  might 
eat  the  Passover."^  Eating  the  Passover  is  a  phrase  which 
cannot  be  legitimately  extended  to  the  feast  of  imleavened 

▼ita  egerit,"  may  be  known  from  tHe  record  of  his  actions :  De  Doct  Cfmst., 
zxriiL  A  great  number  of  references  to  other  writers  who  limited  the 
ministiy  to  one  year  are  given  by  Dr  Ezra  Abbot,  The  Aitihorshdp  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel :  External  Evidmce,    Boston,  1880,  p.  73,  note. 

^  Eeim  lays  great  stress  on  the  ecclesiastical  tradition,  and  gives  the 
references,  Oeeeh.  JeeUy  iii.  495  tgg. 
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bread,  and  therefore  marks  a  time  before  the  Paschal  lamb 
was  slain — ^that  is,  not  later  than  the  14th  Nisan.  This 
statement  must  determine  the  meaning  of  the  expression,  ''the 
preparation  of  the  Passover."  ^  The  words,  considered  apart 
from  the  context,  might  mean  ''  Friday  (the  day  of  preparation 
for  the  Sabbath)  in  the  Passover  week";  but  the  general 
tenor  of  the  narrative  shows  that  they  referred  to  the 
day  of  preparation  for  the  Passover.  Moreover,  it  would 
have  been  quite  sufficient  to  say  that  the  day  was 
Friday  without  any  reference  to  the  Passover,  and, 
indeed,  there  seems  no  reason  for  specifying  the  day  at 
all  in  this  particular  passage,  except  to  indicate  the  co- 
incidence of  the  crucifixion  with  the  slaughter  of  the 
Paschal  lamb. 

Bretschneider  thinks  that  the  statement  of  the  Fourth 
(}o8pel  is  a  pure  blunder,  due  to  the  writer's  ignorance  of  the 
Jewish  mode  of  reckoning  day&  With  the  Jews,  day  began 
at  sunset ;  and  accordingly  the  Paschal  lamb  was  eaten  in  the 
evening  of  the  15th  day  of  the  month,  which  with  us  is  the 
evening  of  the  14th.  The  writer  reckoned  the  day  as 
beginning  at  midnight  or  sunrise;  and,  accordingly,  if  the 
crucifixion  took  place  on  the  1 5th,  and  the  Passover  was  eaten 
on  the  1 5th,  the  latter  event  must,  in  his  opinion,  have  come 
after,  and  not  before,  the  crucifixion.  This,  he  admits,  is 
conjecture,  but  it  is  a  conjecture  which  simply  and  entirely 
removes  all  difficultiea^ 

Westcott  endeavours  to  harmonize  the  Sjmoptics  with  John 
by  suggesting  that  they  used  the  word  ''preparation"  in  the 
same  sense ;  that  it  was  on  the  evening  of  the  13th  of  Nisan, 
which,  with  the  Jews,  was  the  beginning  of  the  14th,  that 
the  disciples  asked  Jesus  wUere  they  should  make  ready  the 
Passover;  and  that  they  then  went  immediately,  and 
^  John  xix.  14.  ^  Probdfnlia,  pp.  106  iqq. 
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prepared  a  meal  which  was  partaken  of  that  same  evening, 
and  which  ''  became  the  Paschal  meal  of  that  year,  when  the 
events  of  the  following  morning  rendered  the  regular  Passover 
impossible."  In  regard  to  several  expressions,  however,  it  is 
conceded  that  ''if  these  words  stood  alone,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  we  should  explain  them  of  the  Paschal  meal  taken 
at  the  legal  time/'  ^ 

Among  other  attempts  to  bring  the  Synoptical  Qospels,  or  at 
least  their  source,  into  agreement  with  John,  the  most  striking 
is  that  of  Chwolson.'  He  takes  as  the  fundamental  passage 
Mt  xxvi  17,  "On  the  first  day  of  unleavened  bread,  the 
disciples  came  to  Jesus,  saying.  Where  wilt  thou  that  we  pre- 
pare for  thee  to  eat  the  Passover  ?  '*  He  points  out  that  this 
statement  contains  an  impossibility,  for  the  first  day  of  un- 
leavened bread  was  the  1 5th  of  Nisan,  whereas  the  preparation 
for  the  Passover  was  on  the  14th.  This  difficulty  is  removed  by 
the  plausible  supposition  that  the  error  arose  from  overlooking 
the  repetition  of  four  letters  in  the  original  Aramaic  Gospel, — 
a  sort  of  oversight,  with  which  those  who  are  acquainted  with 
manuscripts  are  quite  familiar.  The  efiect  may  be  presented  to 
the  Elnglish  reader  thus :  "  The  first  day  of  unleavened  bread 
drew  near,  drew  near  the  disciples  to  Jesus.''  ^  In  reading  there 
should  be  a  pause  after  the  first  "drew  near";  but  where  no 
punctuation  was  used,  this  might  be  overlooked.  If,  then,  we 
omit  the  first  "drew  near,"  we  have  the  exact  statement  of  the 
Greek  Matthew,  "The  first  day  of  unleavened  bread  drew 

^  Introduetion  to  the  Study  of  the  Ooipelt^  p.  339  sqq, 

^  Das  UtzU  PaudMuM  ChrisU  u.  der  Tag  seines  Todes^  nach  den  in 
UAereinsivmmwng  gebrachten  Berichtm  der  SyncpUker  u,  dss  Evangelvum 
Johannis.  PabliBhed  in  the  M^movres  de  rAeadAnie  imp&idle  des  soienees  de 
St  Pdertbaurg^  vii*  S^rie,  Tome  xli.,  no.  i,  1892.  There  is  an  excellent 
aeeonnt  of  tkia,  with  aome  critidsm,  in  the  Jewish  Quarterly  Review,  1893, 
pp.  680  sqq. 

'  The  Aramaic  ang^ested  rane  thns : — mV  ^mrtiin  lonpi  mp  acTen  acnsip  kov 

4 
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near  the  diaciples  to  Jesa&"^  This  conjecture  removes  one 
great  difficulty;  but  in  order  to  reconcile  the  Synoptics  with 
John,  it  is  necessary  to  suppose  that  this  primary  error  has 
affected  Mark  and  Luke»  which  were  altered  by  a  Gentile 
Christian,  who  was  unacquainted  with  Jewish  usages.'  The 
original  view  of  the  writers  appears  in  the  determination  of 
the  authorities  not  to  kill  Jesus  during  the  festival'  It  is 
not,  however,  necessary  to  follow  this  subject  here  into 
greater  detail  Sufficient  has  been  said  to  show  that  the 
representation  in  the  first  three  Gospels  is  not  altogether 
above  the  reach  of  criticism.  The  impossibility  involved  in 
the  statement  of  Matthew  xxvi  17  is  removed  by  Belser  in 
another  way.  He  thinks  that  the  Greek,  under  the  influence 
of  a  Semitic  original,  was  intended  to  mean  ''on  the  day 
before  the  feast  of  imleavened  bread,"  that  is,  on  the  13th  of 
Nisan,  and  quotes  Euthymius  in  support  of  this  interpretation.^ 
Chrysostom,  again,  understands  Lake's  IfXde  Se  ^  ijfiipa  as 
meaning  that  the  day  was  at  hand,  and  this  view  is  supported 
by  the  Sahidic  translation.^  These  interpretations  seem  forced, 
and  could  be  resorted  to  only  as  desperate  expedients  for  the 
removal  of  a  difficulty.  They  are  foUowed  by  the  further 
improbability  that  Jesus  deliberately  partook  of  the  Paschal 
meal  on  the  wrong  day,  and  that,  accordingly,  the  lamb  must 
have  been  slain  privately,  and  not  in  the  Temple.®  Chwolson's 
suggestions,  the  soundness  of  which  must  be  determined  by 
rabbinical  scholars,  completely  remove  the  latter  difficulty. 
Having  cited  the  authorities,  he  concludes  that  at  the  time  of 

^  Chwokon  thinlu  that  the  sentence,  having  become  &alty,  was  emended 
by  prefixing  3  to  Mbv  ;  but  perhaps  this  was  not  requiied  any  more  than  in 
English  :  see  the  Jwjith  Quarterly^  £.c.,  p.  682. 

•  P.  12.  »  Mt  xxvL  5,  Mk.  xiv.  2. 

^  See  his  article,  ^  Der  Tag  des  letzten  Abendmahls  u.  des  Todes  Jesu  "  in  the 
Theologiiche  QuarUUtchir^  1896,  viertes  Quartalheft,  pp.  566  tqq. 

*  Ibid.,  p.  570  8q.  •  Ibid.,  p.  572  tqq. 
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the  emcifixion  the  lamb  was  offered  between  sunset  and  dark 
The  Sabbath,  he  thinks,  extending  from  Friday  evening  to 
Saturday  evening,  included  the  hours  for  the  offering  of  the 
lambs.  According  to  the  Halacha  of  that  time,  the  Passover 
gave  way  to  the  Sabbath,  and  not,  as  at  a  later  period,  the 
Sabbath  to  the  Passover ;  that  is  to  say,  as  the  lambs  could 
not  be  offered  at  the  legal  time,  on  Friday  evening,  they  were 
offered  on  Thursday  evening.  Then  the  question  arose,  When 
should  the  lamb  be  eaten?  Nothing,  according  to  the  law, 
was  to  be  left  till  the  morning.  But  this  might  be  differently 
interpreted.  Some  might  understand  the  morning  to  be 
always  that  of  the  iSth;  so  that  the  lamb,  though  it  had  to 
be  prepared  in  anticipation,  might,  nevertheless,  be  eaten  at 
the  right  tima  This  rule,  Chwolson  thinks,  was  followed  by 
the  authorities,  so  that  their  festival  had  not  begun  at  the 
time  of  the  crudfixion,  and  nevertheless,  the  priests  were  at 
liberty,  since  the  lamb  had  been  already  offered.  Others 
supposed  that  the  lamb  must  be  eaten  on  the  night  which 
immediately  followed  the  offering,  and  so  Jesus,  who  adopted 
this  view,  ate  the  Passover  on  the  Thursday  evening.^    These 

*  Pp.  32  aqq,  Iken  adopted  the  view  that  theie  was  a  double  celebration 
that  year,  owing  to  a  difference  in  reckoning  the  day  of  the  month.  This 
ig  pronounced  by  Schiirer,  without  discussion,  to  be  an  *<  unmogliche 
Ansieht"  {Ueber  i^aytuf  r^dtrx^  Giessen,  1883,  p.  9).  He  does  not,  how- 
erer,  touch  on  the  reason  for  a  double  celebration,  which  is  suggested  by 
Chwolson.  Joeiah  Pratt  also  advocated  the  hypothesis  of  a  double  cele- 
bration, based  on  the  uncertainty  of  the  first  day  of  the  lunar  month.  See 
his  articles  in  the  Journal  of  Sacred  LiUrature  and  Biblical  Record^  Jan.  and 
Oct.  1863,  and  Jan.  1866.  The  Bev.  J.  C.  Lambert  (in  an  article  on  <<  The 
PaaK^ver  and  the  Lord's  Supper,"  in  the  Jowmal  of  Theological  Studies^  Jan. 
1903)  refers  to  another  form  of  this  view.  The  Bev.  Matthew  Power,  S.J., 
he  says,  has  a  theory  that  there  was  a  hidden  rule  of  the  Jewish  Galendar- 
ists  which  is  known  as  '*  Badhu,"  according  to  which  the  Passover  never  falls 
on  a  Friday  (i.«.,  it  was  not  eaten  on  Thursday  evening,  when  the  Jewish 
Friday  began) ;  and  when  it  was  foreseen  that  the  Passover  would  fall  on  a 
Friday,  one  day  was  added  to  the  eighth  month  of  the  preceding  year. 
This  happened  in  the  year  of  Christ's  death,  but  Christ  chose  to  keep  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


52  HOW  FAR  fflSTOMCAL 

suggestions  certainly  render  the  course  of  events  quite  intelli- 
gible, and  add  greatly  to  the  weight  of  the  arguments  in 
favour  of  the  Johannine  chronology.^ 

The  best  attempts  which  I  know  to  bring  John  into 
harmony  with  the  Synoptists  are  made  by  Norton  ^  and  J.  B. 
M'Clellan.^  The  same  view  is  supported  by  Edersheim,  who 
states  that,  though  entering  the  Prsetorium  would  have  made 
a  man  unclean  till  the  evening,  it  would  not  have  disqualified 
him  for  partaking  of  the  Paschal  Supper,  which  was  eaten 
when  a  new  day  had  begun,  but  that  it  would  have  disqualified 
him  for  eating  of  the  sacrifice  called  Chagigah,  which  was 
offered  on  the  first  Paschal  day  immediately  after  the  morning 
service.  He  states  that  the  term  Pesach  was  applied  not  only 
to  the  Paschal  Lamb,  but  to  all  the  Passover  sacrifices, 
especially  to  the  Chagigah.*  It  is  difficult  to  see,  however, 
why  a  writer  should  choose  so  misleading  a  phrase,  €Lnd  the 
weight  of  opinion  among  Talmudic  scholars  seems  decisively 
against  this  interpretation.^  Chwolson,  referring  to  Eirchner, 
says  that  the  latter  has  misinterpreted  the  passages  in  the 
Talmud  which  he  cites  to  show  that  nOD  is  used  of  other  offer- 
ings than  the  lamb.®    He  further  states  that  it  is  incorrect 

Passover  on  the  proper  Scriptural  day  (p.  192).  On  this  suggestion  I  can 
offer  no  opinion. 

^  A  thoaghtfol  paper  bj  the  Rev.  G.  H.  Box,  read  before  the  Society  of 
Historical  Theology  in  190 1,  suggests  that  the  last  supper  was  not  a  Pase- 
over,  but  the  ceremony  of  EiddtlBh,  which  was  observed  before  the  Sabbath, 
and  also  in  preparation  for  the  great  festivals. 

'  A  Translation  of  the  GospeUy  with  nota,  1855,  vol.  ii.  ;  notes  on  John 
xviii.  28  and  xix.  14. 

s  The  New  Teetament  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesua  Christ,  voL  L  The 
Four  Gospeli,  1875,  pp.  473  sqq, 

«  The  Life  and  Times  of  Jesus  the  Messiah,  1883,  ii.  pp.  565  sq.  On  the 
other  side,  see  Schurer,  U^fer  4>«ytp  rh  viU'xa. 

B  See  Belser,  Ic,  p.  539,  and  the  fall  discussion  in  Schurer,  where,  also, 
the  older  literature  of  the  subject  la  referred  to. 

•  If.c,  p.  56. 
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to  suppose  that  the  undeanness  caused  by  entering  the 
Pnatorium  would  cease  in  the  evening.  Contact  with  or 
proximity  to  a  grave  made  a  man  unclean  for  seven  days. 
The  dwellings  of  Qentiles  in  Palestine,  as  being  virtually 
foreign  soil,  rendered  undean ;  and  since,  as  often  happened, 
a  child  prematurely  bom  might  be  buried  in  the  house,  the 
undeanness  lasted  for  seven  days,  unless  it  was  certainly 
known  that  there  was  no  hidden  grave.  This  rule  applies  only 
to  Palestine,  because  in  a  foreign  country  the  houses  were  no 
worse  than  the  entire  land.^ 

As  a  result  of  this  whole  investigation,  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
established  that,  if  the  Qospels  are  to  be  harmonized,  the 
Synoptics  must  jdeld  to  John,  and  not  John  to  the  Synoptics. 
According  to  the  present  texts,  however,  they  present  us  with 
different  dates  for  the  last  supper,  and  both  dates  can  claim 
the  support  of  ardent  advocatea  Among  others  Bleek' 
argues  with  great  force  and  earnestness  that  John's  account 
is  intrinsically  much  more  probable  than  that  of  the  other 
Gospels';  and  Eeim,  who  takes  the  opposite  view,  replies 
with  care  and  learning.*  We  must  briefly  review  the  argu- 
ments on  each  side,  which  are  relied  upon  by  these  and  other 
¥mter8. 

The  1 5th  Nisan  was  a  holy  day,  in  which,  as  on  the  Sabbath, 
no  work  was  to  be  done,  except  at  least  the  preparation  of 
f ood.^  All  the  later  notices  show  that  this  law  was  strictly 
observed,  and  must  have  been  in  force  in  the  time  of  Jesus. 

^  Lx^  pp.  57  <}.  The  duration  of  the  nndeanneea  Ib  also  pointed  out 
bj  Schtirer,  2.e.,  p.  23  tg. 

«  EMeii.^  p.  303  m- 

>  More  recently  the  same  view  is  maintained  by  Wendt^  Da»  Johanrnumj,^ 
pp.  II  tq^  and  by  F.  Spitta,  Die  wnhrist,  TradMmm  iiber  Ursprung  u. 
Sinn  des  AbendmahU^  1893,  in  Zur  Ouch,  u.  Lit,  d$8  Urchnd.  I. 

*  Oetch.  Jeiu^  iii  469  sqq.  J.  B^ville  also  argues  on  the  same  side,  Le 
qwU.  6vcmg^  pp.  281  «gg. 

^  £z.  xii.  16  :  in  Lev.  zziii.  7,  Num.  zxviii.  18,  no  exception  is  mentioned. 
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There  are,  therefore,  three  improbabilities  in  the  Synoptie 
narrative:  first,  that  the  Sanhedrim  should  send  an  anned 
band    against   Jesus   immediately  after    the    sacred   meal, 
especially  as  arms  might  not  be  carried  on  the  Sabbath; 
secondly,  that  the  meeting  of  the  Sanhedrim  should  be  held  in 
the  same  night,  for  it  was  not  allowable  to  hold  a  court  on  the 
Sabbath;  thirdly,  that  Jesus  should  be  crucified  on  the  15th, 
for  the  Jews  would  think  this  a  desecration  of  the  day.    In 
reply  to  this,  Eeim  points  out  that  according  to  ancient  law 
and  custom,  executions  for  the  honour  of  Gkxi  might  take 
place  on  a  Sabbath  day.    Matthew  and  Mark,  whether  tiieir 
account  be  correct  or  not,  must  have  known  the  Jewish 
custom,  and  they  betray  no  consciousness  of  difficulty  in  their 
narrative.    This  is,  I  think,  Eeim's  strongest  argument ;  but 
it  disappears  if  Matthew  and  Mark,  in  their  earliest  form, 
presented  a  different  chronology.     Some  others  are  not  quite 
accurate.    He  says  that  James  the  brother   of  John  was 
executed  at  the  Passover  by  command  of  the  Pharisaic  king 
Agrippa  L^    But  Acts  gives  no  date  for  the  execution.    It 
only  says  that  when  he  saw  that  it  pleased  the  Jews,  he 
arrested  Peter  during  the  days  of  unleavened  bread,  and  put 
him  in  prison,  intending  to  bring  him  before  the  people  after 
the  Passover.    Notwithstanding  Eeim's  opinion,  I  think  the 
natural  inference  is  that  Agrippa  thought  the  feast  an  unsuit- 
able occasion  for  killing  Peter.    Eeim  also  states  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  testimony  of  Hegesippus,  James,  the  brother  of  the 
Lord,  was  slain  during  the  Passover.'    The  historian  says,  no 
doubt,  that  the  people  were  assembled  for  the  Passover,  but 
he  does  not  say  that  the  festival  had  actually  begun.    More 
important    is    the    statement    that    R  Akiba,  referring  to 
Deuteronomy  xvii.  13,  which  enjoined  publicity  in  the  case  of 
executions,  declared  that  certain  criminals  should  be  brought 
^  Acts  xii.  X  tqq,  '  Eos.,  H.  J7.,  iL  23. 
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to  Jerasalem  at  one  of  the  three  great  feasts,  in  order  to  be 
executed  before  the  eyes  of  the  whole  assembled  people.  This 
shows  that  the  later  laws  had  not  driven  out  the  old  view  that 
such  proceedings  did  service  to  God ;  and  Eeim  thinks  that 
the  later  commands  in  the  Talmud  are  attempts  to  enforce  the 
stricter  requirements  of  Shammai  against  the  milder  practice 
of  Hillel,  which  prevailed  in  the  days  of  Jesns.  But  it  is 
pointed  out  by  Chwolson  that  the  passage  in  the  Mishnah 
bearing  on  this  sabject  refers  generally  to  the  festival,  and 
does  not  sanction  an  execution  on  the  first  or  the  seventh  day, 
which  were  peculiarly  holy.^  To  the  suggestion  that  the 
execution  of  Jesus  on  the  holy  day  may  have  been  due  to  an 
outbreak  of  fanatical  zeal,  Bleek  answers  that  this  will  not 
apply  to  the  case  of  the  two  thievea  We  may,  however, 
suppose  that  they  were  crucified  by  the  Romans,  without  the 
interference  of  the  Jews ;  but,  then,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is 
not  likely  that  the  Romans  would  have  offered  such  a  needless 
insult  to  Jewish  feeling.  Eeim  further  contends  that  what- 
ever difficulty  may  still  remain  is  lightened  by  the  fact  that 
the  Passover  itself  was  finished,  and  the  night  was  less  sacred 
than  the  day ;  that  the  trial  was  hurried  through  very  early 
in  the  morning,  and  that  the  execution  itself  was  handed 
over  to  the  Romans.  The  difficulty  still  remains  that  the 
Sanhedrim  would  not  have  met,  and  exercised  judicial 
functions,  on  the  morning  of  the  15th;  for  even  if  men  were 
executed  for  the  glory  of  God  during  the  feast,  they  may 
have  been  condemned  beforehand.  But  it  is  evident  that  the 
authorities  were  driven  by  their  fears  to  carry  the  business 
through  with  unseemly  haste,  and  they  may  have  thought 
that  an  act  of  such  piety  and  necessity  would  justify  a 
proceeding  to  which  some  legal  objection  might  be  taken. 

1  See  Miahnahy  Synedriany  z.  4  (in  SarenhuaiuSy  Part  iv.,  p.  258),  where  the 
expression  is  simply  Sna. 
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R^ville  escapes  from  the  difficulty  by  supposing,  contrary  to 
the  text  of  all  three  Synoptics,^  that  there  was  not  a  regular 
assembly  of  the  Sanhedrin,  but  only  a  private  meeting  of  some 
priests  and  doctors  of  the  law.^ 

Bleek  further  thinks  it  improbable  that  the  spices  should 
be  prepared,  and  Jesus  buried,  on  the  15th;  but  these  might 
be  allowed  as  works  of  necessity.  EQs  reference  to  Simon 
of  Cyrene  as  returning  from  his  labour  in  the  field  is  an 
over-statement;  for  we  are  only  told  that  he  was  coming  from 
the  country,  and  there  is  nothing  to  suggest  that  he  was 
engaged  in  labour.  The  allusions  to  the  day  of  the  crucifixion 
as  irapcuTKevri  in  Matt,  xxvii  62,  Mark  xv.  42,  Luke  xxiii.  54, 
cannot  be  used  in  evidence,  for  this  does  not  mean  the  pre- 
paration of  the  Passover,  but  the  preparation  for  the 
Sabbath,  as  Mark  indeed  takes  the  trouble  to  explain, 
i  hrriv  irpoadfifiaTOv.  Paul,  referring  to  the  Lord's  Supper, 
says  it  was  instituted  on  the  night  in  which  Jesus  was  betrayed^ 
instead  of  mentioning  the  night  of  the  Passover;  but  his 
further  account  seems  to  accord  with  the  regular  Paschal 
meal.'  He  calls  Christ  "  our  Passover  "  ^ ;  but  he  might  use 
this  figure  even  if  the  crucifixion  took  place  on  the  15th. 
The  somewhat  conflicting  appearances  are,  however,  completely 
reconciled  by  Chwolson's  hypothesis.  The  Jewish  tradition, 
as  contained  in  the  Talmud,  is  that  Jesus  was  put  to  death 
on  the  day  before  the  Passover.  But  it  is  hard  to  say 
whether  this  is  independent  of  Christian  opinion ;  and  it  was  a 
very  common  opinion  among  Christians  that  Christ,  as  the 
true  Paschal  Lamb,  must  have  been  slain  on  the  14th.  The 
authorities  will  be  given  when  we  deal  with  the  Paschal 
controversy. 

^  *'OXoy  rh  frw4Spi9¥,  Mk.  ziv.  55  ;  Mt.  xxri.  $9  ;  Lk.  xzlL  66. 

*  Le  quat,  i!vang.j  p.  282. 

«  I  Cor.  xi.  23  $qq.  *  i  Cor.  v.  7. 
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Lastly,  Bleek  contends  that  an  error  on  the  part  of  the 
Synoptics  is  easily  explained  If  Christ  made  use  of  the 
last  common  meal  for  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  Sapper 
in  memory  of  his  death,  and  brought  this  into  some  connec- 
tion with  the  Old  Testament  Passover,  the  supposition  would 
easily  arise  that  he  held  this  common  meal  on  the  legal 
Passover  evening,  though  in  fact  it  took  place  a  day  earlier. 
On  the  other  hand,  those  who  defend  the  synoptical  account 
maintain  that  the  author  of  the  Fourth  Qospel  had  a  dog- 
matic reason  for  altering  the  day,  for  he  wished  to  dissociate 
the  Christian  festival  from  the  Jewish,  and  to  represent  Christ 
as  the  true  Paschal  Lamb.  To  this  it  is  replied  that  the 
writer  nowhere  speaks  of  Christ  as  the  Paschal  Lamb,  and 
certainly  gives  only  the  vaguest  and  most  uncertain  hints 
that  he  had  any  such  conception.  The  text  most  relied  upon  ^ 
may  refer  to  Psalm  xxxiv.  20,  and  not  to  the  law  against 
breaking  a  bone  of  the  Lamb.  This  view  is  favoured  by  the 
reading  of  the  Septuagint,  ov  avvTpifiv<rtrcuy  whereas  the 
reading  in  Exodus  xii  46  is  ov  (nnrrpiylrrre,  and  in 
Numbers  ix.  12  ov  awrptylroixriv.  We  have,  however,  seen 
that  Christ  was  regarded  as  the  Christian  Passover  (that  is, 
as  the  Paschal  Lamb)  as  early  as  the  time  of  Paul,  and  we 
know  that  this  view  prevailed  at  a  much  later  period,^  so 
that  the  writer  might  alter  the  day  of  crucifixion,  not  in  order 
to  establish  a  new  view,  but  to  adapt  his  picture  to  one  already 
prevalent.  If  this  was  the  case,  it  was  not  necessary  for 
him  to  be  very  explicit  in  his  language.  On  the  other  hand 
it  is  remarkable  that  he  lays  no  stress  even  on  the  date,  but 
allows  it  to  come  out  quite  casually,  so  that  it  might  without 
difficulty  escape  the  notice  of  an  ordinary  reader.    This  mode 

'  xiz.  36,  io'Tovr  od  ^vrrpi$^irerai  airov. 

'  The  evidence  will  be  given  in  the  ehapter  on  the  Qoartodeciman 
controveTsy. 
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of  treatment  suggests  rather  an  allnsicm  to  a  familiar  fact 
than  an  attempt  to  alter  the  accepted  history  in  a  dogmatic 
interest 

Appeal  has  also  been  made  to  astronomical  calctdations. 
The  time  of  appearance  of  the  new  moon,  which  fixed  the 
first  day  of  the  month,  can  be  ascertained  for  any  given  year. 
Now  it  appears  that  in  the  year  30  the  first  day  of  the  month 
was  Saturday,  the  moon  not  being  visible  till  Friday  even- 
ing, which  with  the  Jews  was  the  beginning  of  the  day. 
Accordingly,  if  the  crucifixion  took  place  in  that  year,  and  on  a 
Friday,  it  must  have  been  on  the  14th  day  of  the  month,  and 
the  Johannine  account  is  correct  The  times  have  been 
calculated  for  the  years  27-36,  within  which  the  crucifixion 
must  have  taken  place;  and  out  of  these  there  is  only  one 
year,  34,  in  which  the  crucifixion,  if  on  a  Friday,  could  have 
been  on  the  15th ;  and  in  this  year  there  is  a  doubt  both  as  to 
the  Passover  month,  and  as  to  the  day  on  which  it  began,  for 
the  conjunction  of  the  moon  occurred  on  March  9,  which  may 
fix  the  month  too  early,  and  on  April  7  at  one  p.m.,  and  the 
hour  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  the  moon  would  be  first  seen 
on  the  evening  of  Thursday  or  Friday.^  I  think  we  may 
assume  that  the  day  of  the  crucifixion  was  Friday,  although 
Westcott  tries  to  prove  that  it  was  Thursday,^  but  our 
uncertainty  about  the  year  prevents  us  from  deciding  our 
question  by  astronomical  tables. 

If  we  endeavour  to  isolate  this  question,  and  settle  it  on  its 
own  merits,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  balance  of  evidence  is 
distinctly  in  favour  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  The  narrative  of 
John,  if  taken  by  itself,  does  not  lie  open  to  objection,  nor 
does  it  exhibit  in  any  marked  degree  the  signs  of  theological 

>  See  Salmon,  Hiitorical  IntrodveUon  to  the  Shidy  of  the  Books  of  the  New 
Testament,  pp.  315-17. 
'^  Introdtution  to  the  Study  of  the  GospeUy  pp.  344-5. 
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prepossesfflon.  Indeed,  the  doctrinal  interest  is  absent  precisely 
where  we  might  most  reasonably  expect  to  find  it :  for  the 
writer  omits  an  aooonnt  of  the  last  supper,  as  though  he  were 
quite  satisfied  with  the  histories  already  in  circulation, 
instead  of  modifying  the  accepted  narrative,  so  as  to  sever 
that  sacred  meal  from  the  Jewish  ritual,  and  impress  it  with 
an  exclusively  Christian  character.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  synoptical  record  is  not  without  difficulties,  which  them- 
selves suggest  the  alteration  of  an  earlier  account  Chwolson 
shows  that  the  text  of  John  is  exactly  adapted  to  a  state  of 
things  which  came  to  an  end  about  60  A.D.,  or  after  the 
destruction  of  the  Temple,  and  which  were  not  likely  to  be 
known  at  the  end  of  the  first  century  to  a  writer  who  was 
not  a  member  of  one  of  the  rabbinical  schools.^  If  this  be 
correct,  the  evangelist  must  either  have  written  from  his 
personal  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  or  have  had  access 
to  some  trustworthy  historical  source. 

The  picture  of  John  the  Baptist  differs  widely  from  that 
given  in  the  Synoptica  There,  as  well  as  in  Josephus,*  he  is 
the  ^lergetic  preacher  of  righteousness,  whereas  in  our  Gospel 
he  utters  the  familiar  sentiments  of  the  writer.  It  is  true 
that  several  features  of  the  synoptical  account  have  been 
preserved,  and  some  things  have  been  added,  which  present 
no  serious  difficulty.  The  difference  may  be  in  part  explained 
by  the  purpose  of  the  author,  which  is  to  record  the 
"testimony"  which  the  Baptist  bore  to  Christ.  But  the 
other  Gospels  are  not  silent  about  this  testimony,  and  it 
assumes  in  them  quite  another  character.  There  the  coming 
one  is  distinguished  by  his  superior  strength,  and  by  the  fan 

'  See  p.  59  for  the  preseriptions  about  cleanness  and  uncleanness,  and  pp. 
66  «g.  for  **  the  great  Sabbath,"  the  Sabbath  in  Easter  week,  so  called  at  a 
time  when  it  was  regarded  as  the  first  of  the  fifty  dajs  up  to  Pentecost. 

«  Ani.,  xvin.  ▼.  2. 
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with  which  he  will  cleanse  his  threshing  floor.  He  is  indeed 
of  far  higher  worth  than  John,  and  will  baptize  with  the 
Holy  Spirit;  but  nothing  is  said  of  his  person,  and,  though  it 
is  stated  that  John  recognized  his  superior  in  Jesus,  it  is  not 
alleged  that  he  made  any  explicit  declaration  of  belief  in  him. 
In  the  Fourth  Qospel,  on  the  other  hand,  Jesus  is  fully  made 
known  to  John  by  the  vision  of  the  Spirit  descending  upon 
him,  and  is  in  consequence  pronounced  to  be  the  Lamb  of  God 
that  takes  away  the  sin  of  the  world,^  and  also  the  Son  of 
Qod.^  In  the  other  accounts  the  designation  of  the  Son  of  God 
is  ascribed  to  a  voice  from  heaven,  but  is  not  put  into  the 
mouth  of  the  Baptist.  Now  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  a  few 
of  the  disciples  of  John  may  have  been  drawn  to  Jesus,  not 
only  by  their  own  intercourse  with  him  on  the  banks  of  the 
Jordan,  but  by  the  testimony  of  their  master,  who  recognised 
in  Jesus  a  grandeur  and  purity  of  character  which  might 
mark  him  out  as  the  future  Messiah;  and  one  of  these 
disciples,  looking  back  through  more  than  half  a  lifetime, 
might  gratefully  suppose  that  the  words  of  his  earliest 
teacher  must  have  been  far  more  explicit  than  they  really 
were,  and  contained,  at  least  in  germ,  all  that  had  since  grown 
to  maturity  in  his  thought.  But  the  account,  as  it  stands,  is 
hard  to  reconcile  with  historical  probability;  for  if  John 
had  made  the  complete  declaration  of  faith  which  is  aacribed 
to  him,  he  would  have  become  a  disciple  of  Jesus,  instead  of 
continuing  his  labour  as  though  the  Messiah  had  not  really 
appeared,  and  it  would  scarcely  have  been  possible  for  a  body 
of  his  own  disciples  to  linger  on,  as  they  did,  for  a  considerable 
period  outside  the  Christian  fold.  I  am,  then,  driven  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  Baptist  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  who  is  so 
like  the  evangelist  in  his  thought  and  speech,  is  less  historical 
than  the  rugged  and  vigorous  denouncer  of  wickedness,  the 
*  i.  29,  36.  «  L  34. 
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declarer  of  a  mighty  Messiah,  who  would  winnow  out  men 
like  chaff,  the  marked  and  ascetic  personality  which  stands 
out  in  such  bold  relief  in  the  short  record  of  the  other 
Gospels. 

Another  prominent  difference  between  the  Johannine  Gospel 
and  the  Synoptics  is  in  the  place  assigned  to  the  cleansing  of 
the  Temple.  Few,  I  suppose,  would  now  apply  the  remedy  of 
the  harmonists,  and  maintain  that  the  same  event  occurred 
twice;  but  opinions  may  reasonably  diverge  as  to  the  prob- 
ability of  the  one  or  the  other  account.  To  me  it  seems  that 
the  historical  verisimilitude  is  wholly  on  the  side  of  the 
Synoptica  They  present  an  intelligible  picture  of  the  course 
of  events,  in  their  dependence  one  upon  another  as  effect  and 
cause.  The  opposition  between  Jesus  and  the  authorities  has 
been  growing  in  intensity,  and  he  goes  up  to  Jerusalem,  fully 
conscious  of  the  hazard  which  he  is  incurring,  to  bear  his 
testimony  against  mere  external  and  legal  righteousness,  and 
the  substitution  of  ritual  for  holiness.  His  reputation  as  a 
great  prophet  has  preceded  him,  and  he  enters  the  city 
escorted  by  an  exulting  multitude.  In  these  circumstances 
he  assumes  the  right  of  a  prophet,  or  of  a  greater  than  a 
prophet,  and  clears  the  Temple  of  its  profane  traffic,  and 
apparently  no  resistance  is  offered,  for  his  right  to  command 
is  for  the  moment  recognized,  and  the  temper  of  his  followers 
is  not  yet  known.  The  authorities  are  paralyzed,  for  the 
enthusiasm  of  the  multitude  runs  high,  and  violent  measures 
might  be  dangerous.  So  they  try  to  bring  him  into  discredit 
by  proposing  ingenious  and  difficult  question^.  Foiled  in  this, 
they  engage  the  services  of  the  traitor,  seize  Jesus  in  the 
middle  of  the  night,  hurry  through  a  sort  of  trial,  and  per- 
suade Pilate  to  send  him  off  to  execution  before  the  city  was 
well  awake  and  aware  of  what  was  being  done, — for  the 
multitudes  of  which  we  hear  were  doubtless  partisans  of  the 
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Sanhedrim.    Thus  we  have  a  coherent  suoceesion  of  events 
leading  to  the  final  catastropha    Bat  it  is  most  improbable 
that  Jesns  could  have  succeeded  in  cleansing  the  Temple,  if  he 
had  appeared  there  as  an  utterly  unknown  youth,  with  no 
following  but  one  or  two  obscure  friends.    Even  if  we  can 
imagine  something  so  commanding  and  impressive  in  his 
personal  appearance  and  manner  that  the  traders  would  slink 
away  for  shame,  and  offer  no  resistance  to  the  overthrow  of 
their  money-tables  (and  this  is  very  hard  to  imagine),  would 
not  the  authorities  have  at  once  arrested  him,  instead  of 
placidly  asking  for  a  sign,  and  being  quite  content  when  none 
was  exhibited?    If  it  be  said  that  it  is  very  difficult  to 
account  for  the  transference  of  this  incident  from  the  end  to 
the  beginning  of  Christ's  ministry  except  by  the  supposition 
that  that  is  its  true  historical  place,  it  is  equally  difficult  to 
account  for  its  improper  transference  from  the  beginning  to 
the  end    The  latter  can  hardly  have  arisen  from  mere  mis- 
take, for  the  fact  must  have  been  perfectly  well  known  to  the 
first  group  of  disciples,  and  the  last  visit  to  Jerusalem  is 
precisely  the  part  of  Christ's  life  that  is  related  with  the 
fullest  detail,  and  with  the  most  obvious  signs  of  adequate 
information.    But  neither  is  there  any  discoverable  motive  for 
such  a  modification  of  the  genuine  tradition.    On  the  other 
hand  we  have  already  seen  reason  to  believe  that  the  writer 
of  the  Fourth  Gfospel  was  not  wholly  guided  by  historical 
considerations,  and  he  may  have  wished  to  impress  his  readers 
from  the  first  with  the  Messianic  authority  of  Jesus,  and  his 
resistance  to  the  corruption  of  the  national  worship.    He 
may  also  have  felt  that  this  incident  would  be  a  disturbing 
element  in  the  later  portion  of  his  narrative,  for  he  there 
gives  a  completely  new  representation   of    the    course    of 
events.    Thus  we  are  brought  to  the  question  of  the  raising 
of  Lazarus. 
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We  need  not  concern  ourselves  here  with  the  question  of 
miracles,  but  confine  oorselves  to  purely  historical  considera- 
tiona  Negative  evidence  is  proverbially  weak,  and  every 
stndeiit  will  come  across  very  carious  instances  of  omisdon 
which  are  not  due  to  ignorance,  and  are  very  difficult  to 
esqilain.  But  while  fully  aware  of  this,  I  always  find 
myself  strongly  impressed  by  the  silence  of  the  Synoptics 
respecting  this  greatest  of  the  miracles.  In  regard  to 
particular  narratives,  we  may  sometimes  treat  the  Synoptics 
as  practically  one  witness,  but  we  cannot  do  so  in  the  case 
of  omissions,  because  each  evangelist  communicates  facts 
which  are  omitted  by  the  others.  We  have  therefore  three 
independent  omissions  of  a  miracle,  which,  though  not 
included  in  the  last  visit,  is  closely  connected  with  it,  and 
prepares  the  way  for  the  closing  scene.  Luke's  omission 
is  the  more  noticeable  because  he  is  acquainted  with  Mary 
and  Martha^  and  bestows  particular  attention  on  the  journey 
to  Jerusalem.  The  accounts,  though  to  a  certain  extent 
fragmentary,  nevertheless  present  a  sufficiently  connected 
and  intelligible  picture,  and  leave  no  large  empty  space  for 
the  insertion  of  this  crowning  and  decisive  sign.  This  silence 
may  have  had  some  good  reason  with  which  we  are  not 
acquainted,  but  I  cannot  think  of  any  which  to  my  mind 
appears  at  all  satisfactory.  If  this  miracle  of  the  resurrection 
and  the  life  was  really  wrought,  it  was  wrought  as  a  sign 
to  the  world,  and  would  have  been  proclaimed  on  the  house- 
tops wherever  Christianity  uttered  its  voice.  But  setting 
the  Synoptics  aside,  John's  account  does  not  fall  in  with  the 
probabilities  of  history.  If  men  had  really  witnessed  this 
stupendous  exercise  of  supernatural  power,  and  not  doubted 
its  reality  (for  no  such  doubt  is  suggested),  would  they  still 
have  withheld  even  a  formal  belief  from  Jesus  ?  Would  they 
have  gone  off  to  tell  the  Pharisees  ?    Would  the  Pharisees, 
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believing  that  Jesus  had  actually  raised  the  dead,  have 
determined  on  that  account  to  kill  him  ?  Still  more,  would 
they  have  intended  to  put  Lazarus  also  to  death,  to  punish 
him  for  being  raised,  and  thereby  causing  so  many  Jews  to 
believe?  All  this  is  more  like  a  land  of  dreams  than  of 
waking  reality;  and  when  we  remember  that  it  is  practically 
a  repudiation  of  the  older  story,  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  that 
we  have  an  actual  history  before  us.  But  if  it  be  designed 
to  set  forth  in  a  vivid  and  picturesque  form  the  truth  that 
Jesus  is  the  resurrection  and  the  life,  and  by  his  commanding 
spiritual  authority  raised  the  dead  from  the  grave  of  moral 
corruption,  and  released  them  from  the  stifling  grasp  of 
Pharisaic  teaching,  then  history  returns  in  a  new  guise. 
This  deeper  spirit  of  life  in  Christ,  this  power  of  kindling 
other  souls,  was  precisely  what  the  Pharisees  most  feared 
and  hated.  It  was  this  that  men  could  witness  with  hearts 
still  untouched,  and  they  could  not  but  desire  to  lay  their 
benumbing  influence  once  more  on  those  who  had  risen  into 
the  new  life  of  the  sons  of  God,  and  were  the  living 
proofs  of  Christ's  transcendent  power.  Thus  we  have,  if 
not  history  in  the  ordinary  sense,  an  interpretation  of 
history  which  pierces  into  the  hidden  thoughts  and  motives 
of  men.^ 

On  a  survey,  then,  both  of  the  speeches  and  the  events,  I 
cannot  help  siding  with  those  who  attribute  a  lower  historical 
value    to   the    Fourth  Qospel  than  to  the  Synoptics,  and 

'  In  addition  to  works  already  mentioned,  the  reader  may  consult  Dr 
Paul  Ewald's  Das  HauptprchUm  der  EvangeUmfrage  und  dor  Weg  zu  sevner 
Likungy  1890.  This  little  work  attempts  to  explain  why  so  much 
Johannine  material  is  omitted  in  the  synoptical  account,  on  the  supposition 
that  both  alike  are  historical.  In  my  opinion  it  fails  to  explain  why  the 
collective  tradition  of  the  primitive  Church  was  so  exclusively  Galilean, 
and  why  Luke,  who  confessedly  goes  beyond  the  two  early  souroea,  is  so 
«ilent  about  events  and  teaching  recorded  in  John. 
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believing,  with  the  earlier  tradition,  that  it  is  to  be  accepted 
more  in  the  spirit  than  in  the  letter.  And  indeed  I  am  not 
sore  that  we  do  not  all  so  accept  it  to  a  much  greater  extent 
than  we  are  aware.  As  mere  outward  marvels  its  events 
have  little  interest  for  ns,  and  we  should  miss  its  deepest 
lessons  if  we  did  not  penetrate  to  the  spiritual  meaning  ;which 
the  events  are  intended  to  embody.  Nor  should  we  be  content 
with  this  biography  if  it  stood  alone.  To  those  of  us  who 
prize  it  most  it  is  an  interpretation  of  a  life  already  known 
from  other  sources.  It  contains  profound  and  grandly 
spiritual  suggestions,  and  exhibits  ideas  and  motives  and 
principles ;  but  if  we  ask  for  a  justification  to  ourselves  of  the 
high  claims  made  by  Jesus,  and  consider  why  his  loving  words 
affect  us  so  strongly,  I  think  we  find  the  answer,  not  in  the 
book  itself,  but  in  the  Synoptica  Throughout  a  large  part 
of  the  work  we  seem  to  wander  amid  majestic  thoughts  and 
expositions,  but  hardly  to  come  into  contact  with  a  living  man ; 
and  if  we  analyse  our  own  state  of  mind  as  we  read,  we 
discover  that  he  who  is  present  to  us,  and  whose  grace  and 
truth  we  feel,  is  the  speaker  of  the  parables  and  the  beatitudes ; 
the  friend  of  publicans  and  sinners ;  the  man  who  proffered 
tender  encouragement  to  the  penitent,  and  rebuked  self- 
satisfied  hypocrisy;  who  went  about  doing  good,  careless 
of  his  own  ease  and  comfort;  who  prayed  alone  upon  the 
mountains ;  who  loved  the  fields  and  the  fiowers ;  who  blessed 
the  little  children,  and  Gfympathized  with  the  falling  sparrow. 
It  is  to  him  that  we  cheerfully  accord  the  greatness  and  the 
high  communion  in  which  our  Gospel  finds  the  secret  of  his 
power;  it  is  with  him  that  we  wish  to  be  in  vital  union,  that 
we  too  may  have  the  spirit  of  a  divine  humanity;  it  is  as 
coming  from  him  that  lus  words  of  promise  and  of  peace  so 
deeply  move  us,  and  it  is  because  he  has  made  his  way  into 
cm*  hearts  that  we  are  not  offended  at  hearing  that  he  is  the 

5 
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light  of  the  world,  and  the  giver  of  life,  for  so  our  illumined 
and  quickened  hearts  have  said  Thus  this  Gospel  supplements 
the  others,  not  so  much  by  correcting  or  amplifying  their 
record,  as  by  tracing  the  eternal  laws  of  spiritual  life  which 
they  exemplify,  and  bringing  the  life  of  Christ  into  its  world- 
wide relationa 
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AUTHORSHIP 


INTRODUCTION 

The  traditional  view  of  the  authorship  of  the  Gk)spel  is  that 
it  was  composed  and  published  by  the  Apostle  John  in  his 
old  age  at  Ephesua^  If  we  except  a  few  insignificant  ob- 
jectors, this  view  was  held  with  undoubting  confidence  from 
the  closing  years  of  the  second  century  (if  not  earlier)  down 
to  modem  timea  The  earliest  formal  attack  was  made  by 
Edward  Evanson  in  1792,  in  his  work  entitled,  The  Dissonance 
of  the  fov/r  generally  received  Evamgdists  and  the  Evidence 
of  thevr  respective  a/idherUicity  eccamined.  This  was  followed 
in  Germany  by  some  works  on  the  same  side,  which  obtained 
no  lasting  celebrity.  The  first  serious  and  able  criticism, 
maintaining  the  negative  view,  is  to  be  found  in  Bret- 
achneider's  Probabilia  de  Evangdii  et  Epistola/mm  Jocmnis 
Apoetoli  Indole  et  Origi/ne,  published  in  1820,  and  written  in 
Latin,  as  the  author  assures  us,  that  he  might  not  give  any 

^  Seveial  mamiBcripts  append  a  note  that  it  was  written  thirty  or  thirty- 
two  jean  after  the  ascension  (see  Tischendorf).  But  no  such  precise  state- 
ment occurs  in  our  ancient  authorities,  and  we  can  hard!  j  attach  any  weight 
to  it 
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offence  to  the  *'  unlearned  plebs/'  and  that  his  book  might  be 
read  by  foreign  theologians.^  In  this  work  all  the  main  lines 
of  attack  are  already  laid  down,  and  the  conclusion  is  reached 
that  the  Gospel  was  fraudulently  written  by  a  Gentile  in  the 
name  of  John  in  the  beginning  or  middle  of  the  second  century, 
and  that  the  author  most  probably  lived  in  Egypt,  whence  the 
Gospel  was  brought  to  Rome  by  Gnostics.  The  arguments 
were  deemed  sufficiently  formidable  to  call  forth  a  number  of 
replies ;  and,  as  Bretschneider  himself  retracted  his  objections,^ 
this  encounter  ended  with  the  complete  triumph  of  the  tra- 
ditional view.  The  judgment  of  Schleiermacher  was  naturally 
given  in  favour  of  the  apostolic  origin  of  a  Gospel  which 
seemed  to  show  the  deepest  insight  into  the  thought  and 
character  of  Christ*;  but  what  is  more  remarkable,  so  cool 
and  advanced  a  critic  as  Credner  also  pronounced  decisively 
on  the  same  side.^  In  this  connection  we  must  notice  also 
the  important  commentary  of  Liicke.^ 

The  next  treatise  of  primary  importance,  adverse  to  the 
claim  of  apostolical  authorship,  proceeded  from  F.  C.  Baur.  His 
views  were  stated  first  in  the  Theologische  Jahrbucher,  1844, 
and  then  in  his  Kritische  Untersuchvmgen  iiber  die  kanon. 
Evangdien,  1847.  He  endeavours  to  show  that  the  entire 
Gospel  is  an  unfolding  of  the  dogmatic  idea  of  the  Logos, 
which  is  formulated  in  the  Proem,  and  that  in  subservience  to 
this  plan  the  traditional  material  is  treated  without  any 
regard  to  historical  accuracy.  The  deviations  from  the 
Synoptics  are  due  to  this  cause,  and  are  at  the  same  time 

*  PrafaHoy  pp.  ▼  sq. 

^  See  Lticke,  Gommentar  iiber  das  EvangeUwn  des  Johannety  3rd  ed^  1840, 
i.  p.  100.    A  history  of  the  controTersy  up  to  that  time  is  given,  pp.  89  tqq, 

^InRedmyErlUtOeningmzurJu^ftmRedej  14;  and  in  his  Vorlsniingm  uber 
EifdeU.  ins  N.T. 

« In  his  EwUeUwng  ins  N.T^  1836. 

^  Oommmtar  iiber  das  Evangdivm  des  JohawMSy  1820  ;  3rd  ed.,  1840. 
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deviations  from  fact  It  follows  that  the  Qospel  is  not  the 
work  of  an  apostle.  It  is  distingoished  by  Oentile  and  uni- 
versal tendencies  which  we  cannot  ascribe  to  John.  It  pre- 
Boppo&eB  the  reconciliation  of  Jewish  Christianity  and  Paulin- 
ism  in  the  unity  of  the  Catholic  Church.  It  transports  us  into 
the  times  of  Gnosticism,  Montanism,  and  the  Paschal  contro- 
versy. Consequently,  it  cannot  be  of  earlier  date  than  the 
second  half  of  the  second  century.  This  view  was  so  extreme 
that  it  was  unable  to  secure  any  very  wide  acceptance,  and 
for  about  twenty  years  those  who  denied  the  Johannine 
authorship  were  to  be  found  almost  exclusively  among  pupils 
of  Baur  or  those  who  had  been  strongly  influenced  by  his 
general  theory.  Among  German  writers  on  that  side,  the  best 
known  are  Schwegler,  Eostlin,  Zeller,  Hilgenf  eld,  and  Volkmar. 
In  Holland,  Scholten  maintained  that  no  trace  of  the  Gospel 
could  be  found  till  170.^  In  England  I  must  mention  J.  J. 
Tayler,  who  in  1867  published  An  Attempt  to  aacertain  the 
Chouracter  of  the  Fov/rth  Ooapd,  eapeciaUy  vn  its  relation  to 
the  first  ih/ree.  He  allows  that  the  book  originated  at  Ephesus, 
and  thinks  the  most  probable  date  is  between  135  and  163,  that 
is,  between  the  destruction  of  the  Jewish  nation  by  Hadrian  and 
the  death  of  Fapias.  The  book  largely  follows  the  lines  laid 
down  by  Baur,  but  it  is  the  result  of  an  independent  and 
careful  investigation,  and  I  need  hardly  say  that  it  is  marked 
by  accuracy  of  scholarship,  scrupulous  impartiality,  and 
spiritual  gentleness  and  insight^  Throughout  this  period  the 
defenders  of  the  Johannine  origin  of  the  Qospel,  among  whom 
may  be  mentioned  especially  Meyer,  Bleek,  and  Luthardt, 
maintained  at  the  same  time  its  historical  accuracy,  though 
the  subjective  colouring  of  the  speeches  was  to  some  extent 

>  Die  dUeitm  Zeugwisu  heireff&nd  die  SehrifUn  dee  Neuen  Testcmentes,  1867, 
p.  180,  in  the  Gemum  translAiion  by  Dr  l^chot 
^  Second  ed.,  edited  by  Dr  Martineaii,  1870. 
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recognized.  Weizsacker^  admits  more  freely  the  influence  of 
the  writer's  point  of  view  on  the  presentation  of  his  material ; 
but  while  defending  the  Johannine  origin  of  the  book,  he 
ascribes  its  literary  composition,  not  to  the  Apostle  himself, 
but  to  one  of  his  disciples,  who  had  made  notes  of  his 
teaching.' 

The  appearance  of  the  first  volume  of  Eeim's  Oeadiiekte 
Jeau,  in  1867,  may  be  taken  as  marking  the  beginning  of  a 
new  period  In  this  work  Eeim  proved  himself  one  of 
the  most  strenuous  assailants  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gk)spel, 
but  at  the  same  time  he  made  a  very  long  retreat  from  the 
positions  of  Baur.  He  conceded  that  the  Qospel  was  used  by 
Justin  Martyr,  and  brought  back  its  date  to  the  days  of 
Trajan,  loo-i  17  A.D.*  He  thou^t  it  probable  that  the  author 
was  a  Jew  and  not  a  Qentile,  and  dismissed  as  without  weight 
some  of  the  arguments  which  had  been  considered  adverse  to 
this  view.  Thus  the  opponents  were  brought  much  nearer  to 
one  another,  and  those  who  were  not  under  Tubingen  influence 
began  to  feel  the  force  of  the  arguments  which  were  pressed 
against  the  apostolic  authorship ;  and  many  who  still  defended 
the  genuineness  conceded  that  the  author's  point  of  view  and 
purpose  in  his  composition  were  not  primarily  historical 
Thus,  in  Germany  at  least,  the  general  result  of  the  controversy 
has  been  to  extend  the  area  of  doubt  respecting  the  author- 
ship, or,  if  not  the  authorship,  the  historical  accuracy  of  the 
Qospel,  and  on  the  other  hand  to  bring  the  opponents  of  its 
genuineness  much  nearer  to  the  traditional  view. 

In  England  we  have  hardly  reached  this  position,  but  the 
defenders  and  impugners  of  the  Johannine  authorship  present 

^  In  his  UtUerttLckunffen  uber  die  evangdisehe  Oesehtektey  1864. 

'  He  maintainf  this  view  of  the  composition  in  his  Das  Apost.  Zeitcdi&r, 
1886 ;  2nd  ecL,  1890,  though  with  such  modifications  that  he  must  now  be 
reckoned  among  the  opponents  of  the  genuineness. 

'  Afterwards  he  placed  it  about  130. 
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the  most  strongly  contrasted  views  both  of  dogma  and  of 
history,  which  are  reflected  in  their  judgment  of  the  Gospel 
Among  the  assailants  we  may  name  Dr  Davidson/  the  author 
of  iSupema^teroZ  BMgwa^  and  Dr  Martineau.'  Among  the 
defenders  are  Bishop  laghtfoot,*  Bishop  Westoott/  Professor 
Sanday,^  Dr  Salmon,^  and  Archdeacon  Watkina^  America, 
too,  has  contributed  a  valuable  work  on  the  conservative  side 
by  Professor  Ezra  Abbot* 

Many  other  works  of  more  or  less  importance  might  be 
mentioned,  but  the  foregoing  sketch  may  be  sufficient  to 
indicate  the  general  drift  of  opinion.  Becent  views  may  be 
seen  in  M.  Jean  B^ville's  Le  quatrUme  J^vangile,  Professor 
Wendt's  Das  Joha/nrisaevangdi/ijuni,  and  Professor  Grill's 
UnteraiLchiingen  iHher  die  Enteiehv/ng  des  vierten  Evan- 
gd/ivms. 

^  IntroducHon  to  ihe  Study  of  the  New  Tettcment^  1868  and  1882. 

*  The  Seat  ofAtUhonty  in  BeUgion,  1890. 

'  Internal  Evidence  for  the  Authentieiiy  omd  Ornvdnensee  of  St  Jokn^e 
Gotpelj  a  Lecture  onginallj  prepared  eighteen  years  before  his  death,  and 
pdblished  in  the  Expositor  in  1890;  and  also  passages  in  his  Eeeaye  <m 
Swpematwral  Reliffion,  printed  first  in  the  Contemporary  Bmnew^  and 
pablished  in  a  volume  in  1889. 

*  In  The  Gospel  according  to  St  John,  reprinted  from  The  Speaker's 
ComrMntary,  ist  ed.,  1881. 

s  Authorship  and  Historical  Charaeter  of  the  FouHh  Gospel,  1872,  besides 
various  articles. 

<  An  Historical  IntrodwAion  to  the  Study  of  the  Books  of  the  New  Testament, 
ist  ed.,  1885. 

7  Modem OrUicism considered  in  its  Relation  to  the  Fou/rth  Gospel,heiDg  the 
Bampton  Lectures  for  189a 

'  The  Authorship  of  the  Fowih  Gospel;  External  Evidences.    Boston,  1880. 

A  full  notice  of  the  literature,  up  to  the  date  of  their  publication,  is 
contained  in  the  Bampton  Lectures,  of  which  I  have  made  use  in  the  above 
sketch.  I  am  also  indebted  to  Schurer,  Uder  den  gegenwdrtigen  Stand  der 
johanneischen  Frage,  in  the  VorirUge  der  theologischen  Konferem  zu  Giessen, 
V.  Folge,  1889 ;  and  to  introductions  to  the  New  Testament  or  to  John. 
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CHAPTER  I 

GENERAL  STATE  OF  BELIEF  IN  THE  LATER  PART  OF  THE 
SECOND  CENTURY 

We  must  now  proceed  to  a  survey  of  the  evidence  bearing  on 
the  authorship  of  the  QospeL  It  is  usually  assumed,  though 
it  is  pure  assumption,  that  the  book  was  published 
anonymously.  For  anything  we  can  tell,  it  may  have 
appeared  from  the  first  with  its  existing  title.  We  do  not, 
however,  know  that  this  was  the  case,  and  it  is  certainly 
possible  that  the  title  was  not  prefixed  till  the  four  Gospels 
were  collected  into  a  single  composite  work.^  Moreover,  the 
title  "according  to  John"  does  not  necessarily  imply  author- 
ship, though  it  does  not  preclude  it,  and  was  commonly 
understood  of  authorship  in  the  early  Church,  the  titles 
signifying  the  GospelHstory  as  presented  by  different  writers, 
whose  names  are  attached.  In  this  state  of  uncertainty  we 
are  necessarily  dependent  on  the  readers  of  the  Qospel  for  our 
knowledge  of  the  author's  name,  and  therefore  our  first  duty 

^  ThiB  rappoeitioii  would  sufficiently  explain  the  plirase  apparently 
quoted  from  the  Alogi  hy  EpiphaniuB  (J9«r.,  li  i8) :  rh  d^  •hayy4\iw  rh 
elf  6pOfi9  *lmiww9y. 
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is  to  estimate  the  value  of  their  testimony.  We  must  begin 
with  the  period  in  which  our  information  is  sufficiently  full 
and  dear. 

IrensBus,  a  native  of  Asia  Minor,  who  was  Bishop  of  Lyons 
in  the  last  quarter  of  the  second  century,  is  our  first  witness. 
He  says:  "Then  [Ihat  is  after  the  publication  of  the  other 
three  Gospels]  John,  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  who  alBo  leaned 
upon  his  breast,  himself  also  published  the  Gospel,  while  he 
was  dwelling  at  Ephesus  in  Asia,"  ^  and  he  remained  in  the 
church  at  Ephesus  till  the  times  of  Trajan.'     Alluding  to 
heretics,  he  tells  us  that  "Others,  in  order  to  frustrate  the 
gift  of  the  Spirit,  which  in  most  recent  times  according  to  the 
pleasure  of  the  Father  has  been  poured  out  on  the  human 
race,  do  not  admit  that  form  which  is  according  to  the  Gospel 
of  John,  in  which  the  Lord  prcxnised  that  he  would  send  the 
Paraclete ;  but  they  reject  at  the  same  time  the  Gospel  and 
the  prophetic  Spirit."  •    We  must  observe  that  tensBUS  does 
not  say  that  these  men  questioned  the  authorship  of  the 
Gospel.    The  statement  implies  no  more  than  that,  for  dog- 
matic reasons,  they  did  not  receive  it  into  their  canon ;  and 
the  rejection  of  the  reputed  authorship  of  a  book,  and  the 
rejection  of  its  canonical  authority,  are  two  very  different 
things.      L:«n8dus  nowhere  asserts  that  anyone  denied  the 
Johannine  authorship  of  the  Gk)6pel.     He  always  assumes  the 
authorship,  just  as  we  assume  that  of  any  modem  work. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  he  ever  investigated  the  question, 
or  supposed  that  there  was  any  question  to  investigate.     The 
reasonable  inference  is  that  he  simply  repeats  the  opinion  with 
which  he  was  familiar  from  his  childhood.     He  must  natur- 
ally have  known  many  men  much  older  than  himself,  who 
were  able  to  tell  him  about  the  state  of  things  before  he  was 
bom ;  and  this  probability  is  brought  more  vividly  home  to 
*  JTar.,  in.  i.  i.  *  in.  iii.  4.  •  m.  xi.  9. 
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us  when  we  learn  that  in  his  youth  he  had  listened  to  the 
discourses  of  Polycarp,  whose  memory  went  back  into  the 
first  century,  and  that  he  succeeded  the  venerable  Pothinus 
in  the  bishopric  Some  of  these  points  will  be  discussed  in 
another  connectioa 

Tertullian's  testimony  is  similar  in  kind.  He  was  converted 
to  Christianity  some  time  before  the  end  of  the  second  century ; 
and  as  he  simply  assumes  the  genuineness  of  the  Qospel,  we 
may  fairly  suppose  that  he  represents  the  current  opinion  of 
the  time.^  He  made  himself  acquainted,  however,  with  some 
of  the  older  literature,  and  Justin  Martyr,  among  others,  is 
mentioned  as  a  writer  whom  he  particularly  wished  to  follow.' 
He  was,  no  doubt,  in  spite  of  his  legal  knowledge,  a  man  of 
hasty  and  superficial  judgment,  but  he  was  honest  and  inde- 
pendent, and  of  a  temperament  that  would  have  made  him 
glory  in  attacking  anyone  who  denied  the  authenticity  of 
the  Gospel,  so  that  we  may  justly  conclude  that  for  him, 
as  for  Irensdus,  there  was  no  Johannine  question  to  be 
considered. 

Clement  of  Alexandria,  one  of  the  most  thoughtful,  learned, 
large-minded,  and  dispassionate  of  the  early  Christian  writers, 
is  equally  free  from  doubts  of  his  own,  and  unaware  of  others' 
doubts.  Like  Tertullian,  he  was  a  convert  to  Christianity. 
But  he  was  not  content  with  the  wisdom  of  a  single  teacher. 
He  travelled  in  Greece,  Magna  Gnecia,  Syria,  Egypt,  and  the 
East,  either  for  the  express  purpose  of  gaining  information 
about  Christian  teaching,  or  at  least  taking  advantage  of  his 
journeys  to  hear  the  most  remarkable  men,  and  pick  up  from 
them  the  apostolic  traditioa'  The  teacher  whom  he  found 
most  satisfactory  he  discovered  "concealed  in  Egypt,"  a 
"  Sicilian  bee,  gathering  the  spoil  of  the  flowers  of  the  pro- 

^  For  special  references,  see  Adv,  Marcionem^  rv,  2  and  5. 
«  Adv.  Valent.,  5.  »  8tnm.y  i.  i. 
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pheidc  and  apostolic  meadow."  This  was  probably  Pantaanus, 
the  head  of  the  Catechetical  School  at  Alexandria,  whom  he 
has  named  elsewhere  as  his  teacher.^ 

Theophilus,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  in  his  Apology  addressed  to 
Autolycus,  quotes  verbatim  the  opening  verses  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel,  and  ascribes  them  to  John ;  but  he  does  not  say  who 
John  was,  except  that  he  was  one  of  the  inspired,  ol 
TrveujjLarofpopoi.'^  This  manner  of  reference,  however,  con- 
fessedly indicates  the  apostle. 

The  Muratorian  Fragment,  though  of  rather  uncertain  date, 
belongs  to  the  same  period,  and  contains  the  earliest  extant 
story  about  the  origin  of  the  Gospel : — "  Of  the  fourth  of  the 
(Jospels,  John,  one  of  the  disciples  [JoJiannis  ex  decipolis. 
Something  seems  wanting, — ^perhaps  '  John  is  the  author,'  or 
perhaps  the  words  are  a  sort  of  heading  of  a  separate  extract]. 
To  his  feUow-disciples  and  bishops  exhorting  [him]  he  said, 
Fast  with  me  for  three  days  from  to-day;  and  whatsoever 
shall  have  been  revealed  to  each,  let  us  relate  it  to  one  another. 
On  the  same  night  it  was  revealed  to  Andrew,  [one]  of  the 
apostles,  that,  all  reviewing,  John  should  write  down  all 
things  in  his  own  name.  And  therefore,  although  in  the 
single  books  of  the  Gospels  different  principles  [or,  beginnings] 
are  taught,  nevertheless  it  makes  no  difference  to  the  faith  of 
believers,  since  by  one  leading  spirit  all  things  are  declared  in 
1^  concerning  the  nativity,  concerning  the  passion,  concerning 
the  resurrection,  concerning  the  intercourse  with  his  disciples, 
and  concerning  his  twofold  advent,  the  one  in  the  humility 
of  contempt,  which  [here  something  is  wanting,  equivalent  to 
'  has  taken  place ']....  the  second  glorious  in  regal  power 
which  is  future.  What  wonder  is  it  then  if  John  so  con- 
fidently produces  single  [circumstances]  even  in  his  epistles, 

'  In  the  Ini6UuiU<m$t  according  to  EaeebiuB,  H,  E.,  v.  ii,  vi.  13  ;  and 
Photins,  109.  '  ii.  22. 
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saying  in  his  own  person, '  What  we  have  seen  with  our  eyes, 
and  heard  with  ears,  and  our  hands  have  handled,  these  things 
we  have  written  to  you.'  For  thus  he  professes  himself  not 
only  a  seer  and  hearer,  but  also  a  writer  of  all  the  wonderful 
things  of  the  Lord  in  order/' 

This  narrative  has  unquestionably  a  legendary  air,  and  is 
almost,  if  not  quite,  destitute  of  support.  But  this  legendary 
account  does  not  prove  that  the  Gk)spel,  like  the  Shepherd  of 
Hermas,  had  only  appeared  very  recently,  nuperrime  tempori- 
bu8  nostria,  as  the  author  say&  Li  regard  to  the  recent  book, 
we  have  a  plain  matter-of-fact  statement ;  and,  except  on  the 
supposition  of  deliberate  fraud,  the  legend  seems  to  show  that 
the  book  had  been  so  long  in  use  ia  the  Church  that  the  real 
occasion  of  its  production  could  no  longer  be  ascertained  The 
only  question  of  Uteraiy  importance  is  this, — ^is  there  any 
apparent  inconsistency  between  the  legend  and  the  Johannine 
authorship  of  the  book  ?  Admitting,  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
that  John  wrote  this  Qospel  in  his  old  age,  would  not  this 
fact,  combined  with  the  supplementary  character  of  the  work, 
give  rise  to  critical  conjectures  as  to  its  occasion  and  object  ? 
And  as  instances  might  be  produced  in  which  modem  criticism 
presents  conjectures  as  ascertained  facts,  is  it  not  probable 
that  in  that  very  uncritical  age,  the  second  century,  conjec- 
tures may  have  similarly  transformed  themselves  into  legends  ? 
The  legend,  again,  is  Likely  to  form  itself  either  on  a  basis  of 
fact,  or  at  least  on  a  generally  accepted  belief.  Now,  if 
people,  when  this  canon  was  written,  did  not  generally  believe 
that  John  was  the  author  of  the  Gospel,  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  explain  how  the  legend  could  have  arisen.  We 
must,  therefore,  suppose  that  the  canon  represents  the  pre- 
vailing belief  of  the  time  in  regard  to  the  authorship  of  the 
Gospel,  especially  as  it  is  so  candid  about  the  Shepherd,  and 
one  or  two  other  book&    But  let  us  suppose  that  the  belief 
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was  confined  to  the  writer  himself,  and  that  the  Gospel  had 
really  appeared  later  than  the  middle  of  the  second  century ; 
how  is  it  to  be  explained  that  the  legend  seems  to  take  for 
granted  that  the  book  had  been  long  known  and  used,  and 
does  not  interweave  some  snpematural  reason  for  the  total 
concealment  of  an  apostolic  book  for  more  than  half  a  century 
after  the  writer's  death  ?  According  to  some  modem  theories 
the  Fourth  Gospel  was  first  published  nwpefrrvrM  ternporilma 
nastris,  perhaps  later  even  than  the  Shepherd  itself ;  and  if  it 
was  so,  the  writer  of  the  canon  must  have  known  it ;  and  even 
if  he  was  the  most  stupid  man  that  ever  lived,  it  must  have 
struck  him  as  odd  that  the  Church  had  never  heard  of  it 
before.  Tet,  as  though  by  some  general  conspiracy,  this 
extremely  odd  circumstance  has  been  so  carefully  excluded 
both  from  history  and  legend  as  to  leave  not  a  trace  behind. 
On  the  whole,  then,  the  legend  appears  to  me  to  point  to  a 
date  for  the  book  considerably  earlier  than  the  middle  of  the 
second  century,  to  attest  virtually  the  general  belief  of  the 
time  soon  after  the  middle  of  the  second  century  that  John 
was  its  author,  and  to  contain  nothing  that  in  itself  tends  to 
Uirow  discredit  upon  that  belief. 

We  must  also  notice  the  statement  of  the  canon  that  the 
Gospels  contained  va/ria  prmdpia.  Whatever  precisely  these 
words  may  mean,  they  show  that  the  critical  faculty  was 
sufficiently  awake  to  call  attention  to  apparent  inconsistencies 
among  the  Gospels.  It  seems  not  unlikely  that  some  of 
Epiphanius's  Alogi  are  the  persons  whose  objections  gave  rise 
to  this  remark.  Epiphanius's  statement,  Xeyoutrc  Se  to  fcaTa 
^Iwavvnv  evayyeXioVf  eireiSii  juLfj  ra  aura  e^i;,  aSiaOerop  etvaiy^ 
represents  the  very  contention  which  is  here  repelled,  so  that 
probably  the  words  of  our  fragment  contain  the  earliest  reply 
to  the  Alogi.     Be  this  as  it  may,  the  fact  that  an  objection  is 

1  fliw.,  li.  1 8. 
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appended  to  the  notice  of  the  Fourth  Gk)6pel,  and  briefly 
answered,  confirms  the  argument  used  above  in  regard  to  the 
late  appearance  of  that  Gospel ;  for  if  its  recent  publication 
had  been  urged  as  an  objection  against  its  Johannine  author- 
ship, or  its  credibility,  this  would  seem  a  most  fitting  place 
to  allude  to  it. 

It  was  suggested  by  Credner^  that  the  fragment  dis- 
tinguishes between  John  the  disciple,  the  author  of  the 
Gospel,  and  John  the  apostle,  who  wrote  the  Apocalypse  and 
the  two  short  epistles;  and  in  support  of  this  suggestion  he 
points  out  that  Andrew,  and  not  Johi^,  is  called  an  apostle, 
and  dwells  on  the  fact  that  Andrew  can  be  introduced  only 
to  give  apostolic  sanction  to  a  non-apostolic  work,  and  that 
it  was  necessary  to  prove  by  an  appeal  to  the  First  Epistle 
that  the  author  was  an  eye-witness  of  the  life  of  Christ, 
though  this  would  have  followed  as  a  matter  of  course  if  he 
was  one  of  the  apostles.  To  the  first  of  these  arguments  I 
think  Tregelles  gives  a  suj£cient  reply.  He  says:  ''There 
are  two  reasons  why  in  this  place  disciple  should  be  the 
designation  of  John:  first  (and  specially),  because  another 
John  had  been  mentioned  just  before  who  was  not  a  disciple 
of  our  Lord ;  and  thus  '  Johannes  ex  discipulis '  was  a  simple 
mode  of  distinguishing  him  from  the  Baptist;  secondly, 
disciple  is  the  habitual  term  used  by  John  himself  in 
speaking  of  himself  and  the  other  apostles  " ;  *  and  further  on, 
''Andrew  is  here  described  as  'ex  apostolis'  to  distinguish 
him  apparently  from  the  '  oondiscipulis  et  episcopis'  from 
whom  the  request  had  come  to  John  that  he  would  write."  * 
It  may  be  added  that  had  the  author  of  the  fragment  intended 
to  draw  this  distinction,  he  would  hardly  have  left  it  to  a 
doubtful  inference.     As  we  do  not  know  the  origin  of  the 

^  Oeich,  des  neutestamentUchen  Kcmon,  i86o»  pp.  158  »q, 
>  Ocmon  Mv/rcUorianus,  1867,  p.  33.  ^  16.,  p.  34. 
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story  about  Andrew,  we  cannot  attach  much  weight  to  the 
second  argument  The  supposition  may  have  been  suggested 
by  the  attestation  in  the  Gospel  itself,  "  We  know  that  his 
testimony  is  true,''  ^  which  seems  to  imply  the  sanction  of  an 
eye-witness  of  the  events  recorded,  and  Andrew  may  have 
been  selected,  as  Mr  Tayler  supposes,  because  he  is  mentioned 
in  the  Gospel  as  ''  the  first  who  became  a  disciple  after  the 
recognition  of  Jesus  by  John  the  Baptist."'  The  inference 
from  these  facts  may  have  been  assisted  by  a  desire  to  confirm 
the  authority  of  the  Gospel  against  the  attacks  of  the  Alogi. 
In  regard  to  the  third  argument,  we  must  observe  that  the 
Epistle  is  used  to  prove,  not  that  the  reputed  author  of  the 
Gospel  was  an  eye-witness  of  the  circumstances  which  he 
relates,  but  that  the  author  of  the  Epistle  professes  to  have 
written  an  account  of  these  circumstances^  and  so  guarantees 
the  genuineness  of  the  Gospel.  We  need  therefore  have  no 
hesitation  in  regarding  the  fragment  as  a  testimony  that  the 
Gospel  was  believed  to  be  the  work  of  John  the  apoaUe. 

T^e  later  testimony  is  simply  confirmatory  of  that  which 
has  been  just  presented,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  dwell  upon 
it  in  the  present  connection. 

We  have  now  seen  that  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  second 
century,  and  subsequently,  if  we  except  the  shadowy  Alogi, 
the  Gospel  was  universally  and  without  hesitation  received 
as  the  work  of  the  Apostle  John,  who  composed  it  at  Ephesus 
in  his  old  age,  after  the  publication  of  the  other  Gospela 
This,  then,  is  the  view  which,  following  a  well-established 
rule  in  literary  questions,  we  are  to  accept  unless  adequate 
reason  can  be  shown  for  our  not  doing  so.  Undoubtedly  great 
and  surprising  mistakes  have  been  made  in  regard  to  author- 
ship ;  but  nevertheless  the  proportion  which  correct  judgments 
and  traditions  of  this  kind  bear  to  the  incorrect  is  so  over- 
1  xxi.  24.  *  Theoloffieal  Rwiew^  July  1869,  p.  341. 
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whelming  that  we  always  assume  the  poptQar  belief  to  be 
sound,  and  accept  a  book  as  the  genuine  work  of  its  reputed 
author,  unless  convincing  arguments  can  be  advanced  for 
rejecting  it,  or  at  least  placing  it  under  suspicion.  Very  few 
of  us  could  prove,  without  reference  to  books,  that  Milton  was 
the  author  of  Paradise  Lost,  and  yet  we  are  so  sure  of  the  fact 
that  we  do  not  care  to  inquire  into  the  evidence.  Now  if 
only  fragments  of  the  literature  between  Milton's  and  our 
own  time  survived  the  ravages  of  the  next  seventeen 
centuries,  and  in  these  fragments  it  happened  that  there 
were  only  obscure  references  to  the  poem,  and  no  statement 
that  it  had  been  written  by  Milton,  some  critic  of  that  future 
period  might  say  that  our  statements  in  the  case  were  worth 
nothing,  for  we  had  never  examined  the  question,  and  had  no 
critical  grounds  to  go  upon.  This  would  be  perfectly  true, 
and  our  critic  would  dismiss  us  with  a  lofty  contempt.  But 
we  who  are  now  living  are  aware  that  our  individual  weakness 
constitutes  the  veiy  strength  of  the  case.  For  we  are  not 
giving  an  opinion  of  our  own,  or  expressing  the  result  of  an 
investigation  in  which  we  might  have  made  mistakes;  we 
are  simply  giving  utterance  to  a  universal  belief,  which 
presumably  rests  upon  good  grounda  For  us  there  is  no 
question  requiring  critical  skill  to  decide,  and  it  is  this  fact 
that  makes  our  testimony  of  weight.  So  if  we  can  only  cease 
to  regard  IrensBUS,  Tertullian,  Clement,  and  their  con- 
temporaries as  abstract  symbols  of  credulity,  and  remember 
that  they  were  after  all  men  very  like  ourselves,  and  living 
in  communities  which  were  scattered  about  from  Qaul  to 
Syria,  and  round  through  Egypt  to  Africa,  I  think  we  shall  feel 
that  the  undoubting  and  uncritical  acceptance  of  the  Gospel 
as  John's  over  this  vast  area  is  a  very  significant  fact,  and 
furnishes  a  strong  evidence  of  the  genuineness  of  the  work. 
For  if  the  Gospel  be  genuine,  the  fact  is  accounted  for;  but  if 
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it  be  not  genuine,  the  fact  remains  as  a  riddle,  of  which  I  am 
not  aware  that  any  satisfactory  solution  has  ever  been  offered. 
Of  course  I  do  not  say  that  this  is  conclusive,  for  there  may 
be  an  explanation  which  it  is  no  longer  possible  to  discover; 
but  I  do  say  that  the  argument  is  a  real  and  a  strong  one, 
and  that  those  who  can  see  nothing  in  it  simply  show  that 
they  are  uncritical,  and  unable  to  estimate  the  force  of 
evidenca  But  while  I  believe  that  the  wide  and  undoubting 
acceptance  of  the  Gospel  affords  a  strong  evidence  of  author- 
ship, I  think  it  affords  a  much  stronger  evidence  of  early 
date,  and  carries  us  quite  irresistibly  back  to  an  older 
generation.  To  revert  to  the  case  of  Paradise  Lost,  I  might 
be  mistaken  in  supposing  it  to  be  Milton's,  for  there  might 
have  been  an  original  mistake  which  vitiated  the  whole 
tradition;  but  I  could  hardly  be  mistaken  in  thinking  that 
I  knew  it  when  I  was  a  boy,  and  that  older  people,  whose 
lives  went  back  into  the  previous  century,  took  it  for  granted 
that  it  was  Milton'a  Testimony  to  the  existence  of  the  poem, 
therefore,  which  was  tendered  in  1902,  would  be  valid  for 
1850,  and  would  afford  a  high  degree  of  probability  that  the 
work  was  known  at  least  forty  or  fifty  years  before  the 
latter  date.  In  the  same  way  the  testimony  to  the  presumed 
origin  of  the  Gospel  which  we  meet  with  in  the  latter  part  of 
the  second  century  points  almost  with  certainty  to  its 
existence  a  generation  earlier,  and  takes  us  back  with 
considerable  probability  some  sixty  or  seventy  years.  It  is 
true,  no  one  says  expressly, "  I  knew  this  Gospel  when  I  was  a 
boy,  and  received  it  from  my  parents  " ;  but  the  total  impression 
of  the  evidence,  as  well  as  particular  statements,  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  had  been  handed  down  from  a  previous 
generation,  that  even  to  that  earlier  generation  it  was  not  a 
new  book,  and  that  it  had  been  for  a  considerable  period  in 

ecclesiastical  use.    This  conclusion  is  confirmed,  negatively, 

6 
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by  the  absence  of  any  allusion  to  the  late  appearance  of  the 
Qospel,  even  for  the  purpose  of  reconciling  its  recent  publication 
with  its  Johannine  authorship,  and  by  the  fact  that  even  the 
Alogi,  those  convenient,  but  in  this  case  unaoconunodating, 
friends  of  the  critics,  did  not  venture  to  deny  its  early  origin, 
but  ascribed  it  to  Cerinthua 

We  are  not,  however,  without  an  important  link  of  con- 
nection between  the  end  and  the  middle  of  the  second 
century. 

The  case  of  Tatian  is  peculiarly  interesting,  because  we  know 
that  he  was  a  hearer  of  Justin  Martyr,  and  thus  he  serves  to 
bridge  the  gulf  between  that  writer  and  Irenaeus.  The  date 
of  his  Diatesscuron  is  unknown,  and  it  may  be  as  late  as  170  or 
even  later;  but  as  it  was  in  favour  in  the  orthodox  churches 
of  Syria,  it  is  perhaps  more  likely  that  it  was  composed  before 
he  became  an  avowed  teacher  of  heretical  doctrine.  Vigorous 
attempts  were  at  one  time  made  to  prove  that  the  traditional 
accounts  of  this  work  were  entirely  wrong;  but  it  may  now 
be  considered  as  established  that  the  ''apologists"  were  the 
sound  critics,  and  that  the  LiatesBcuron  was,  on  the  whole,  a 
harmony  of  our  four  Gk)spel&  Owing  to  the  nature  of  the 
composition,  it  gives  us  no  information  about  the  authors  or 
the  dates  of  the  evangelical  narratives;  but  the  important 
point  is  established  that  our  canonical  Gospels  were  regarded 
as  the  authentic  records  of  the  life  of  Christ,  and  were  treated, 
just  as  IrensBus  treats  them,  as  forming  one  fourfold  QospeL 
But  perhaps  more  important  for  our  present  purpose  is  the 
fact  that  Tatian  cites  the  Fourth  Qospel  in  his  Orutio  ad 
Orcecos}  which  is  shown  by  the  evidence  to  have  been 
written  during  the  lifetime  of  Justin,  and  possibly,  in  accord- 

^  It  may  be  sufficient  to  say  that  the  correctness  of  this  statement  is 
admitted  by  Baor,  ITntemie^.,  p.  356  t^^  and  only  a  very  unreasonable 
scepticism  can  call  it  in  question. 
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ance  with  some  slight  indications,  as  early  as  the  year  153.^ 
According  to  the  custom  of  apologists,  he  does  not  name  the 
aathor,  and  we  cannot  with  confidence  infer  more  than  that 
the  Gk>spel  was  then  in  use,  and  had  obtained  some  degree  of 
notoriety.  But  from  the  use  which  he  subsequently  made 
of  it,  I  think  we  are  warranted  in  believing  that,  when  he 
became  a  convert  to  Christianity,  he  found  it  already  estab- 
lished as  one  of  the  recognised  documents  of  the  religion. 

^  See  the  evidence  foUy  given  hj  Zahn  in  Fonehungen  smr  Oudh,  de$ 
umL  Kcmmu  «.  der  aJIMrM.  LitenUwr^  I.  Theil ;  Tatian'i  Diatieuainny  1881, 
pp.  274  9qq. ;  and  by  Hamack  in  TeaU  u,  UntemuL^  L,  1882,  pp.  196  t^g. 
llie  result  of  their  inqniiy  is,  however,  disputed. 
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We  must  now  take  a  further  step  back  towards  the  first  century. 
The  evidence  hitherto  adduced  makes  it  unlikely  that  Justin 
Martyr  was  unacquainted  with  the  Gospel.  We  have  seen  that 
the  testimonies  about  the  end  of  the  second  century  are  valid 
for  a  space  of  time  reaching  at  least  as  far  back  as  Justin,  and 
that  his  own  disciple  quoted  the  book  while  his  master  was 
still  alive.  Further,  we  know  that  the  apologist  composed  a 
work,  which  has  been  lost,  against  all  the  heresies  that  had 
arisen.^  In  this  work  he  would  naturally  present  his  view 
of  the  Christian  Scriptures  much  more  definitely  than  he 
thought  suitable  to  apologetic  treatises.  At  a  later  time  this 
lost  refutation  of  heresies  was  held  in  high  esteem.  Irenaaus 
quotes  with  approval  the  Treatise  against  Ma/rcion?  and 
Tertullian,  as  we  have  seen,  refers  to  him  as  one  whom  he 
wished  to  follow.'  His  lost  writings  would  hardly  have  en- 
joyed this  high  repute  if  they  had  exhibited  a  view  of  the 
Gfospels  which  deviated  widely  from  the  orthodox  opinion. 
Justin  was  always  looked  upon  as  thoroughly  sound;  and 
those  who  had  far  better  means  of  judging  than  are  open  to 
us  breathe  not  the  slightest  suspicion  on  his  proper  use  of  the 
canon.  These  considerations  establish  an  historical  presump- 
tion in  favour  of  his  use  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  and,  if  the 
evidence  from  his  surviving  works  were  evenly  balanced, 

»  ApoL^  i.  26.  *  flier.,  nr.  vi  2.  «  Adv.  Valent,^  5. 
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would  require  us  to  give  our  verdict  upou  that  side.  But  I  do 
not  think  that  the  evidence  is  evenly  balanced.  I  believe  his 
extant  works  contain  indications  of  his  use  of  the  Gospel 
which  cannot  be  set  aside  by  any  just  criticism.  When  we 
place  these  two  lines  of  argument  together,  we  have  what,  to 
my  own  mind,  amounts  to  a  convincing  proof.  I  think  I  am 
correct  in  saying  that  this  condu^on  is  now  accepted  by 
many,  if  not  by  most,  critics  of  various  schools,  though  a  few 
very  able  men  still  believe  that  the  evidence  is  adverse.  The 
agreement  is  certainly  not  so  complete  as  to  render  the  follow- 
ing statement  of  the  evidence  superfluous. 

The  works  from  which  our  evidence  must  be  taken  consist 
of  a  long  Apology,  addressed  to  Antoninus  Pius;  a  shorter 
Apology,  addressed  to  the  Roman  Senate ;  and  a  Dialogue  with 
Tiyphon,  a  Jew,  contaming  an  elaborate  defence  of  Christian 
doctrine.  The  earliest  of  these  works  is  the  First  Apology. 
Its  publication  was  formerly  assigned  to  the  year  138 ;  but  a 
change  of  opinion  was  brought  about,  chiefly  by  two  articles 
of  Volkmar's,^  and  one,  written  independently,  from  the  pen 
of  Dr  Hort,^  the  former  placing  it  about  150,  the  latter  in 
145  or  146.  Dr  G.  Eriiger  defended  the  early  date  in  an 
article  which  appeared  in  1890,'  and  seems  to  have  retained 
the  same  opinion  when  he  published  his  Qeachickte  der 
aUdirisUichen  Litteratwr}  Mr  F.  G.  Eenyon,  however,  has 
produced  what  appears  to  be  decisive  evidence  in  favour  of 
y oikmar's  conclusion.  In  chapter  29  of  the  Apology,  reference 
is  made  to  Felix,  the  governor  in  Alexandria.  A  papyrus  in 
the  British  Museum  mentions  this  Felix  as  the  successor  of 
M.  Petronius  Honoratus,  who  is  shown  by  a  Berlin  papyrus  to 
have  been  prefect  in  148,  when  he  was  at  the  beginning 

1  In  the  Theol  Jahrbb,^  1855. 

>  Journal  of  Okugical  omd  Saered  PhMLogy^  iii.,  1857. 

»  Jahrhb,/.  prot.  Theol.^  xvi.  «  1895,  p.  67. 
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of  his  term  of  ofBce.  Another  papyrus  proves  that  Felix 
had  ceased  to  be  prefect  before  August  154.^  We  must 
accordingly  place  the  First  Apology  soon  after  150.  The 
Second  Apology  was  probably  written  not  very  much  later. 
The  Dialogue  is  placed  by  Volkmar  about  155,  but  it  is 
perhaps  not  quite  so  early.  These  writings,  therefore, 
represent  the  state  of  things  about  the  middle  of  the  second 
century.  How  long  Justin  had  been  a  Christian  we  do  not 
know,  but  it  is  evident  he  was  not  a  novice,  and  he  had 
already,  as  we  have  seen,  composed  a  treatise  against  heresies. 
If  this  treatise  had  been  preserved,  it  would  probably  have 
cleared  up  many  questions  which  now  remain  in  uncertainty. 
All  the  surviving  works  are  defences  of  Christianity  against 
external  enemies;  and  it  was  the  purpose  of  apologists  to 
establish  the  truth  of  their  doctrines  by  arguments  which 
would  appeal  to  those  outside  the  Church.  The  infallibility 
of  the  New  Testament  was  not  then  the  fundamental  dogma, 
and  books  of  evidences  were  not  intended  for  the  information 
of  modem  critica  It  ia  not  till  we  come  to  works  against 
heretics  that  we  meet  with  appeals  to  the  New  Testament  as 
authoritative,  and  learn  what  was  the  general  ecclesiastical 
belief  in  regard  to  it.  This,  I  think,  is  too  often  forgotten, 
and  much  critical  argument  depends  for  its  effect  upon 
unreasonable  expectationa 

We  must  now  follow  the  indications  of  Justin's  acquaintance 
with  the  Fourth  OospeL' 

^  In  a  letter  in  The  Aeadrnny^  Feb.  i,  1896,  p.  98. 

*  The  following  treatment  of  the  evidenoe,  reaching  an  affirmative 
conclusion,  was  onginallj  published  in  three  articles  on  Justin  Mar^ 
and  the  Fourth  Qospel  in  the  Theological  Bwiew  for  October  1875,  and 
April  and  July  1877.  It  is  now  presented  with  a  few  modifications  and 
additions.  I  maj  refer  also  to  Ezra  Abbof  s  Auihonkip  of  the  Fowrth  Qotpd, 
pp.  20  sqq.  For  a  discussion  reaching  a  different  conclusion,  see  two  articles 
in  the  Modem  Review  for  July  and  October  i882|  Ofi  JwAii/rie  vee  of  the 
Fowrth  Qoepel,  by  Dr  Edwin  A.  Abbott. 
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In  the  6ist  chapter  of  his  First  Apology,  Justin  Martyr 
gives  an  aooonnt  of  baptism  as  practised  among  the  Christians 
of  his  time.  He  says  that  those  who  are  convinced  of  the 
troth  of  the  Christian  doctrine,  and  profess  their  ability  to 
Uve  in  accordance  with  it,  are  to  fast  and  pray  for  the 
forgiveness  of  their  past  sin&  He  proceeds  thus :  "  Then  they 
are  brought  by  us  to  a  place  where  there  is  water,  and  in  the 
manner  of  being  bom  again  in  which  we  ourselves  also  were 
bom  again,  they  are  bom  again  ^ ;  for  they  then  bathe  in  the 
water  in  the  name  of  the  Father  and  sovereign  God  of  the 
universe,  and  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and  of  the  Holy 
Spirit.  For  Christ  also  said.  Unless  ye  be  bom  again,  ye  shall 
not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  But  that  it  is  impossible 
for  those  who  are  once  bom  to  enter  into  the  wombs  of  those 
who  brought  them  forth  is  evident  to  alL"^  It  cannot  be 
dffliied  that  this  passage  immediately  reminds  one  of  John  iii. 
3-5,  and  all  critics,  as  far  as  I  know,  acknowledge  that  there 
is  some  relation  which  is  more  than  accidental  between  the 
two  passage&  As  little  can  it  be  denied  that  it  is  not  quoted 
verbally  from  the  Fourth  Gospel,  but  has  variations  both  in 
language  and  meaning. 

Hilgenfeld,  in  his  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,^ 
admits  the  possibility  of  Justin's  acquaintance  with  the  Fourth 
Gospel,  though  he  made  a  very  subordinate  use  of  it.  But  in 
regard  to  the  passage  under  consideration,  he  adheres  to  his 
former  opinion,  that  it  wants  precisely  that  feature  which  is 
characteristic  of  John  iii.  3,  and  that  it  is  incomparably  more 
closely  related  ^  to  Matthew  xviii  3,  "  Except  ye  be  converted, 

^  KaX  rp6wov  h^aytntiiir^ms,  tp  ical  ifius  airroi  ivay^PviOiifiw,  kpay§ypwvrai, 

^  *Av  fiii  iiraycmi^c,  06  /lii  9lir4\.(hir9  ^Is  rV  fioffiXttup  rmv  ^hpw&p,  "On 
8i  ical  iZ^tfTOP  €ls  rks  /liirpas  rdp  rwawr&p  roht  Jhrol  y^ppmfUpovs  ififiilpai, 
^Qr§fhp  w^ip  ivru 

>  EMeitung  in  das  N,  T.,  1875,  p.  67,  Anm.  i. 

*  UngleUh  nHher  verwandt  mit. 
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and  become  as  little  children,  ye  shall  not  enter  into  the 
kingdom  of  heaven/'  and  he  thinks  we  must  assmne  a  Qospel 
akin  to  that  of  Matthew,  from  which  also  the  passage  in  the 
tClementine  Homilies,  to  be  presently  noticed,  is  drawn.  In 
his  earlier  work  on  the  Gk)spels  of  Justin,^  he  points  out,  in 
evidence  of  this  position,  the  following  obvious  deviations 
from  the  Johannine  text:  i.  It  has  not  the  solemn  intro- 
duction, "  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  thee."  2.  It  speaks  simply 
of  regeneration,  instead  of  birth  "from  above,"*  or  "from 
water  and  spirit."  3.  The  saying  ascribed  to  Christ  is  in  the 
second  person,  not  in  the  third.  4.  Instead  of  "  he  cannot " 
see  or  enter  the  kingdom,  Justin  has,  "ye  shall  not  enter." 
$.  Instead  of  "  the  kingdom  of  God  "  he  has  "  the  kingdom  of 
heaven."  From  these  facts  Hilgenfeld  concludes  that  "the 
whole  agreement  of  Justin  with  John  reduces  itself  to  the 
general  thought  of  the  necessity  of  baptism  to  salvation."  He 
points  out  that  Justin's  citation  agrees  verbally  with  Matthew 
xviii  3,  with  the  single  deviation  that  instead  of  "  Except  ye 
be  converted  and  become  as  little  children,"  which,  he  says, 
has  substantially  the  same  meaning,  Justin  has  the  simple 
"  Except  ye  be  bom  again."  He  admits,  however,  that  this 
deviation  proves  that  he  did  not  take  the  words  from 
Matthew,  but  must  have  used  a  text  intermediate  between 
Matthew  and  John. 

Whatever  may  be  the  value  of  these  arguments,  their  force 
is  increased  by  the  occurrence  of  a  similar  passage,  marked 
by  similar  deviations,  in  the  Clementine  Homilies.'  The 
writer  is  insisting  that  baptism  is  necessary  to  salvation, 
even  if  you  were  more  pious  than  all  the  pious  men  that 

^  KrUuehe  UrUertuchungen  uber  die  Evangelim  Justim^  1850,  p.  214. 
The  English  reader  maj  see  SupemaiturU  Bdigumf  voL  ii,  pp.  306  9qq,y  in 
the  sixth  edition. 

'  iifm0w.  »  xi.  26. 
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ever  lived.  Mentioning  its  advantages,  he  says  that  "  being 
by  water  bom  again  unto  God/'  ^  we  change  our  first  natural 
birth,  and  so  are  able  to  obtain  salvation;  ''but  otherwise 
it  is  impossible ;  for  thus  the  prophet  swore  unto  us,  saying. 
Verily,  I  say  unto  you,  except  ye  be  bom  again  by  living 
water  into  the  name  of  Father,  Son,  Holy  Spirit,  ye  shall 
not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  ^  It  will  be  observed 
that  this  passage  contains  Justin's  words  exactly,  but  has 
also  other  words  prefixed  or  inserted.  These  additional 
words  are  sufficient  to  show  that  we  are  not  dealing  with  two 
exact  quotations  from  a  common  source.  Volkmar,'  however, 
thinks  that  the  Homilies  do  not  give  us  the  correct  form  of 
the  Clementine  text.  He  finds  a  nearer  approach  to  this 
in  the  Recognitions,  which  have  been  preserved  to  us  in  the 
translation  of  Rufinus.  There  the  passage  stands  thus  ^ :  "  For 
thus  the  true  prophet  testified  to  us  with  an  oath,  saying. 
Verily,  I  say  unto  you,  except  a  man  be  re-bom  again  from 
water,  he  shall  not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  This 
is  nearer  the  Johannine  text,  but  Volkmar  thinks  that  the 
change  from  the  second  to  the  third  person  is  to  be  ascribed 
to  Rufinus. '  This  is  not  improbable,  for  the  later  Epitome 
agrees  with  the  Homilies  in  the  use  of  the  second  person.  He 
then  contends  that  the  simpler  form  of  quotation  must  be  the 
more  original,  and  concludes  that  the  text  from  which  the 
quotation  was  taken  must  have  agreed  verbally  with  the 
form  which  it  assumes  in  Justin,  except  that  it  contained  the 
clause,  "  Verily,  I  say  unto  you,"  which  he  thinks  Justin  omits 

iylov  wy§^fuiTot,  ob  n^  §la4\Bnr€  *ts  r^r  0aet\§Uar  rmv  olpawchf, 

*  Uiber  Jwiin  den  MUiiyrery  pp.  14  sqq, 

*  ^  Sic  enim  nol>is  ctiin  Bacramento  veros  propheta  teatatus  est  dicens : 
amen  dico  yobis,  niai  quia  denuo  renatua  fuerit  ex  aqua,  non  intfoibit  in 
regna  celomm." 
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aa  unimportant.  The  addition  of  the  words  ''from  water" 
he  ascribes  to  the  autkor  of  the  QementineB,  and  thinks  that 
the  reviser  to  whom  we  owe  the  Homilies  inserted  the 
baptismal  formula  in  order  to  ma.ke  the  reference  to  baptism 
still  more  distinct  This  may  be  a  correct  description  of  the 
genesis  of  our  present  text ;  but  if  so,  it  only  illustrates  the 
extreme  looseness  with  which  some  of  the  ancient  writers 
handled  quotationa  Be  this  as  it  may,  we  have  not  only  to 
account  for  Justin's  deviations  from  the  Johannine  text,  but 
to  explain  the  fact  that  another  writer  makes  several  of  the 
same  deviations.  We  cannot  account  for  this  identity  of 
variation  by  supposing  that  the  writer  of  the  Clementines 
copied  Justin,  for  the  passages  have  no  resemblance  beyond 
the  fact  that  they  both  treat  of  baptism,  and  in  doing  so  quote 
the  saying  in  question.  We  must  therefore  endeavour  to 
estimate  one  by  one  the  value  of  the  deviations,  in  order  to 
judge  how  far  it  is  probable  that  two  independent  writers 
could  have  adopted  them  without  the  control  of  some  Gospel 
no  longer  extant. 

I.  The  omission  of  the  solemn  introduction  is  of  no  import- 
ance. For,  in  the  first  place,  it  is  frequently  omitted  in 
quotations  of  this  passage  by  writers  who  are  undoubtedly 
quoting  it  from  John;  IrensBUS,^  Tertullian'  (three  times), 
Cyprian,'  the  author  of  the  Homilies  on  Luke  (ascribed  to 
Origen),^  a  Docetist  in  Hippolytus,^  Athanasius,^  Chrysostom,^ 
and  othera  Again,  this  introduction  to  important  sayings 
is  as  characteristic  of  Matthew  as  of  John ;  for  Matthew  uses 
it  thirty  times  against  John's  twenty-five,  but  with  this 
curious  difference,  that  John  always  has  the  afuffp  twice.     Now 

1  Fragment  xxxv.  in  Stieien.         '  De  BapL^  12,  13  ;  De  Anima^  39. 

•  Adv,  JudcBOi^  1.  12.  *  xiv.  *  Bef,  Omn,  Hmr,^  viii.  10. 

*  De  InocxmaltMfne  V^rbi  D$i,  p.  59,  B.  Bened.  edit. 
^  Horn,  in  Johan,^  25  and  26. 
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the  CSlementine  Homilies  have  the  ofAiiv  only  once ;  but  it  will 
hardly  be  midntained  that  the  omission  of  the  second  a/jniv 
might  not  be  accidental,  or,  indeed,  that  it  might  not  be  omitted 
on  purpose  as  unnecessary,  especially  as  pseudo-Athanasius,^ 
and  Chrysostom  in  one  of  his  quotations,'  have  the  same 
peculiarity.  This  first  deviation,  so  far  as  it  has  any  value, 
separates  the  Clementines  and  Justin. 

2.  The  change  from  ''  bom  from  above  "  into  "  bom  again  " 
ia  not  unimportant.  While  the  former  includes  the  latter, 
the  latter  does  not  include  the  former,  and,  in  my  opinion, 
fails  to  express  adequately  the  deep  thought  that  belongs  to 
the  Fourth  Gospel.  Some  considerations,  however,  diminish 
the  importance  of  this  variation.  In  the  first  place,  Justin's 
context  needs  only  the  idea  of  regeneration,  and  suggests  the 
precise  word  which  he  uses.  In  the  second  place,  the  word 
avwdev  was  in  early,  to  say  nothing  of  later  times,  inter- 
preted in  the  sense  of  "  again ''  as  well  as  in  the  sense  of  "  from 
above."  Chrysostom  '  expressly  tells  us  that  some  thought  it 
equivalent  to  ex  tov  cvpavov^  and  others  to  e^  ^PX'i^*  which  I 
suppose  we  must  render  in  such  a  connection  by  the  phrase, 
''all  over  again."  The  Vulgate  renders  it  by  denuo  both  in 
the  third  and  the  seventh  verses ;  and  Nonnus,  in  his  metrical 
paraphrase,  represents  it  in  the  third  verse  by  ro  Seurepov  (the 
second  time),  and  in  the  seventh  by  irepav  fioKfiiSa  yeviffKm 
(another  starting-point  of  birth).  It  is  possible  that  Justin 
may  have  understood  the  word  in  the  same  sense  as  Jerome 
and  Nonnus,  and  believed  that  his  own  expression  was  per- 
fectly synonymous  with  that  in  the  Gospel ;  or,  if  we  cannot 
suppose  him  ignorant  of  the  true  sense  of  aiwOev,  he  may 
nevertheless  have  supposed  that  the  idea  which  it  contained 
was  adequately  preserved  in  the  single  word  "  regeneration," 

1  QwBdionet  ad  AnUockum  ;  answer  to  question  loi. 

*  Horn,  in  Johan,,  25.  '  Horn,  in  Johan,,  24. 
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which  must  have  carried  to  Christian  ears  the  whole  doctrine 
of  baptismal  and  spiritual  birth.  But,  further,  the  passage  is 
actually  cited  with  the  reading  avayemnfii  by  Iren»us  and 
Athanasius.  The  former  obviously  refers  to  the  fifth  verse, 
for  he  adds,  ii  vSarof  koi  irvevjjLaTO^^ ;  and  notwithstanding 
his  verbal  inaccuracy,  we  cannot  doubt  that  so  orthodox  a 
Father  believed  that  he  was  correctly  representing  the  Fourth 
Gospel.  Athanasius  is  content  with  a  very  vague  and  inaccu- 
rate reference,  but  in  the  case  of  so  late  a  writer  I  think  no 
one  will  be  disposed  to  call  it  in  question.  His  words  are : 
*'  Whence  also  he  said  to  the  Jews,  Ekcept  a  man  be  re-bom,^ 
meaning  not  the  birth  from  women,  as  they  supposed,  but 
the  re-generated  and  re-created  soul."'  Had  this  been  in 
Justin,  it  would  have  been  easy  to  prove  that  it  could  not 
have  been  taken  from  our  present  Gk)speL  Tertullian  also 
has  "reborn  from  water  and  spirit"  in  one  of  his  quotations,^ 
and  the  same  text  is  presented  by  the  Homilies  on  Luke, 
published  among  the  works  of  Origen«^  This,  indeed,  is  the 
reading  of  the  Old  Latin  and  the  Vulgate  in  the  fifth  verse, 
as  though  from  a  MS.,  which  contained  amyei/i^^,  and  con- 
sequently its  recurrence  in  Latin  writers  is  too  frequent  to 
require  any  further  citationa 

Now  at  this  point  the  Clementine  Homilies  break  com- 
pletely away  from  the  text  as  presented  by  Justin,  and  insert 
a  clause  consisting  of  several  words.  Let  us  grant  the  utmost 
weight  to  Volkmar's  argument  founded  on  the  reading  of  the 
Recognitions,  stiU  we  cannot  get  rid  of  the  reference  to 
''water";  and  this  one  word,  if  it  really  stood  alone,  would 
be  sufficient  to  prove  that  Justin  and  the  Clementines  do  not 
give  us  an  exact  reproduction  of  the  same  original  text,  but 
that  one  or  other,  if  not  both,  has  quoted  loosely.     The 

1  In  the  Fragment  '  4iuf  fiii  ns  iy«ycmt^.  >  De  Incam,,  Lc 

*  '*  Renatus  fuerit  ex  aqua  et  spiritu,"  De  BapL,  13.       *  xiv. 
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allaaion  to  water  brings  the  Clementines  into  connection  with 
the  fifth  verse  in  John,  and  saggests  the  thought  that  the 
ioffjrfevwfifjiT^  does  not  represent  yvinnfii  avwOev,  but  is  as 
arbitrary  as  the  Vulgate's  ''renatus  fuerit." 

3.  The  change  from  the  third  to  the  second  person  makes 
no  difference  in  the  meaning.  As  Cluysostom  says/  Christ's 
words  are  equivalent  ix)  ioiv  (rv  fih  yevytfO^,  etc.,  but  are  put  in 
the  indefinite  form  in  order  to  make  the  discourse  less  offensive. 
But  if  Justin  did  not  wish  to  make  his  discourse  avetrax- 
Qearepov,  and  intended  only  to  give  the  meaning  without 
studying  verbal  accuracy,  it  is  quite  credible  that  he  might 
alter  the  words  in  this  way,  giving  the  force  of  the  indefinite 
Tf 9  by  using  the  plural,^  and  especially  as  the  fourth  evangelist 
had  himself  led  the  way.  In  verse  7  we  read,  "  Marvel  not 
that  I  said  unto  thee.  Set  vfia^  yevmid^vat  avtoOei/"  a  quotation 
at  least  as  inexact  as  Justin's,  and  involving,  though  in  a 
different  form,  a  similar  change  of  person.  Here,  however,  we 
have  the  one  important  point  in  which  Justin  and  the 
Clementines  completely  agree,  in  opposition  to  all  the  other 
forms  in  which,  so  far  as  I  know,  the  passage  is  cited.  There 
is,  however,  a  curious  parallel  in  Clemens  Alexandrinus ' : 
V  yap  M  oSdi^  A9  TO  iraiSia  yaniaea^e,  Koi  avayewtiOijrre,  wg 
4>vriv  i  ypa4>rii  rov  ivrw^  ovra  Uarepa  ov  fiii  onroKiPvp-e^  ovS 
ov  fiii  eiceXevarfo^e  nrore  eh  Ttfu  8a<n\€iav  r&v  ovpavwv, 
Clement  is  quite  capable  of  quoting  from  extra-canonical 
sources;  but  as  no  other  work  has  been  referred  to,  fi  ypatp^ 
must  be  understood  here  in  its  technical  sense  of  ''  Scripture." 
It  seems  probable  that  Clement  purposely  mixes    up    the 

1  Som.  in  J6han,y  24. 

^  How  easily  such  a  change  might  be  made,  when  verbal  accuiacy  was 
not  studied,  is  instractively  shown  in  Theophylact's  paraphrase :  ^7^^  Si 
Xiytf  0*01,  tin,  kcU  irb  ical  AxXos  dvrurow,  iiuf  M  d^y^^tP  «cal  iit  Btov  ytwii$4yrts  rV 
c^itof  S^(ay  ircpl  i/iov  xdfiovr*,  f|«  rris  fifi^iKtlas  4irr4, — Com.  on  John. 

*  Ckhofi.  ad  Qrae^  §  9. 
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sentimenta  of  Matthew  xviiL  3  and  John  iii  3,  flinging  in  a 
little  explanation  of  his  own  by  the  way.  If  so,  we  have  an 
exact  parallel  to  the  change  made  by  Jnstin  and  the 
Clementines.  It  will  hardly  be  maintained  that  Clement  too 
is  qnoting  from  the  same  unknown  Gk)flpel,  for  his  other 
words  do  not  bear  out  such  a  supposition. 

4.  The  substitution  of  ''shall  not"  for  ''cannot"  is  another 
change  which  leaves  the  meaning  untouched.  It  is  found  not 
only  in  the  Clementines,  but  in  Iren»us,  Tertullian,^  the 
Docetist  in  Hippolytus,^  the  Apostolical  Constitutions,'  and 
peeudo-Athanafliufl* 

5.  The  change  of  deov  into  ovpavAv  is  not  even  without 
manuscript  authority,  for  it  is  the  reading  of  K  in  verse  5. 
It  is  also  found  in  all  the  places  referred  to  under  the  last 
head,  except  the  second  passage  in  Tertullian.  Chiysostom  ^ 
has  ovpcofSiv  three  times,  though  the  verse  is  given  correctly  as 
the  heading  to  his  Homily,  and  his  recollection  of  it  must  have 
been  perfectly  fresh.  It  occurs  also  in  the  anonymous  tract, 
De  Rebwptiamcvbe.^  There  is  no  Johannine  usage  to  determine 
this  point,  for  the  expression  occurs  in  the  writings  ascribed 
to  John  only  in  the  passage  before  ua  I  think,  however,  that 
Tischendorf  is  critically  wrong  in  admitting  ovpavHv  into  the 
text  of  his  last  edition.  The  change  in  every  instance, 
combined  as  it  is  so  frequently  with  the  alteration  of  "he 
cannot"  into  "he  shall  not,"  probably  indicates  a  pre- 
ponderating reminiscence  of  Matthew  in  the  writer's  mind. 
In  all  the  later  authors  it  is  dear  that  Matthew  influenced  the 
recollection  only  of  this  particular  phrase,  and  that  the 
intention  was  to  quote  from  John.  If  we  ask  which  passage 
in  Matthew  exercised  this  unconscious  influence,  we  may  as 

1  De  Ba/pt.y  13  ;  De  ilntmo,  39.  '  Bef^y  viiL  la 

'  yi  15.  ^  Quiout.  ad  Amt^  loi. 

s  Hem,  vn  Johan,f  25.  *  Routh,  Bel,  8ae^  v.  p.  397. 
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reasonably  say  v.  20  as  xviiL  3.  Justin  nowhere  quotes 
the  latter  verse,  but  he  cites  the  former  verbatim,  with  only  a 
transposition  of  vfim?- 

It  appears,  then,  that  Justin's  variations  from  the  Johannine 
text,  if  considered  singly,  are  open  to  a  simple  explanation ; 
and  most  of  them  have  ample  support  in  the  quotations  of 
later  writers.  But  is  it  not  most  unlikely  that  we  should 
meet  with  all  these  changes  in  combination,  and  still  more  so 
that  we  should  find  them  repeated  in  another  independent 
writer?  In  order  to  judge  of  this,  we  may  observe  that 
six  of  the  authors  referred  to  above  have  three  of  these 
changes  in  combination,  while  one  Greek  writer,  Irenaeus, 
and  one  Latin,  TertuUian,  have  four.^  Now,  the  Clementine 
Homilies  have  only  four  of  Justin's  variations,  and  of  these 
the  value  of  one  is  seriously  modified  by  the  insertion  of  words 
which  are  not  in  Justin.  In  view,  then,  of  all  the  above 
facts,  I  am  unable  to  see  any  proof  that  there  is  more  than  a 
coincidence  in  the  partial  agreement  between  Justin  and  the 
Clementines. 

Before  leaving  this  part  of  our  subject,  I  may  mention  a 

>  Dial,  105. 

'  These,  quotations  in  fall  are  the  following :    IrensiiB,  4kv  /lii  m 

olpaif&p  (Fragment  xxxy.  in  Stieren's  ed) ;  TertuUian,  '*  Nisi  quis  renatus 
faerit  ex  aqua  et  spirito,  non  intrabit  in  regnnm  coelornm"  {De  Bapi.f  13). 
The  great  similarity  between  these  extracts  and  the  quotation  in  the 
Becognitions  will  be  noticed  by  the  reader.  It  should  also  be  observed 
that  the  agreement  between  Irensus  and  TertuUian,  which  is  almost 
perfect,  is  far  greater  than  that  between  Justin  and  the  Clementines ;  and 
therefore  a  precise  parallel  to  the  argument  which  is  thought  so  conclusive 
in  the  case  of  Justin  might  be  used  with  greater  effect  in  the  case  of  these 
two  noted  defenders  of  the  canon.  No  doubt  the  ''water  and  spirit" 
bring  in  a  Johannine  element  which  is  not  in  Justin  ;  but  the  Clementines, 
anxious  to  prove  that  baptism  is  indispensable,  have  the  ''water";  and 
the  omission  in  Justin  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that  for  the  moment  he  is 
JTiiriatipg  on  the  necessity,  not  of  baptism  but  of  regeneration.  TertuUian 
also  omits  the  "  spirit"  in  his  quotation  in  c  12. 
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professed  quotation  of  the  passage  under  discussion  which 
illustrates  the  laxity  of  ancient  writers  in  reproducing  the 
words  of  an  author  to  whom  they  appealed.  Tertullian  cites 
this  ''  pronuntiatio  domini,"  ''  Nisi  natus  ex  aqua  quis  erit,  non 
habet  vitam,"  ^ 

In  order  to  see  how  the  evidence  stands  upon  the  other  side, 
we  must  examine  Justin's  context,  and  consider  what  ideas  his 
quotation  contains,  and  with  what  it  is  associated,  and  to  what 
extent  these  are  agreeable  to  the  thoughts  in  John  iil  and  in 
Matt  xviii  We  may  thus  be  enabled  to  determine  how  far 
Hilgenf  eld's  representation  is  really  correct 

1.  We  have,  first,  the  idea  of  birth  as  applied  to  spiritual 
change.  This  idea  occurs  nowhere  in  the  Synoptics ;  the  word 
yewqiv  in  this  sense  being,  in  the  New  Testament,  peculiar  to 
John.3  The  compound  avayewqlv  is  found  only  in  1  Peter.* 
Thus  the  central  thought  of  the  passage  is  one  pre-eminently 
and  characteristically  Johannine,  and,  so  far  as  I  know,  not 
found  elsewhere  in  evangelical  literature,  apocryphal  or 
canonical    Certainly  it  is  not  in  Matthew  xviii 

2.  There  is,  in  the  second  place,  the  idea  that  this  birth  is  a 
re-birth,  one  in  addition  to  the  physical  birtL  No  such  idea 
is  implied  in  Matthew ;  but  it  is  clearly  implied,  and,  according 
to  some  interpreters,  clearly  expressed  in  John,  though  John, 
in  my  opinion,  expresses  more  than  thia 

3.  There  is,  thirdly,  the  idea  that  without  this  re-generation 
men  shall  not  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  The  statement 
that  without  the  fulfilment  of  some  condition  men  shall  not 
enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven  is  equally  explicit  in  both 
Gospels,  and  therefore  does  not  contain  any  characteristic  idea. 

4.  These  thoughts  are  expressly  connected  with  the  rite  of 

^  De  Bapt.,  12. 

*  See  i.  13,  iii.  3,  5,  6,  7,  8  ;  I  John  ii.  29,  iii.  9,  iv.  7,  v.  i,  4, 18. 

•  i.  3»  23. 
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baptism.     So  they  are  in  John ;  but  of  such  a  connection  there 
is  not  a  trace  in  Mattiiew. 

5.  They  are  immediately  associated  with  the  statement  that 
"it  is  impossible  for  those  who  are  once  bom  to  enter  into  the 
wombs  of  those  who  brought  them  forth."  This  same  con- 
nection of  ideas  (which  will  presently  be  examined  more  fully) 
occurs  in  John,  but  not  in  Matthew. 

6.  A  reason  for  all  this  is  appended,  which,  Justin  says,  **  we 
learned  from  the  apostles."  The  reason,  which  is  obviously 
given  in  Justin's  own  words,  amounts  to  this :  that  we  had  a 
physical  birth,  according  to  which  we  are  the  children  of 
necessity  and  ignorance,  and  we  require  the  regeneration  that 
we  may  be  children  of  preference  and  knowledge.  Of  this 
there  is  not  a  vestige  in  Matthew;  but  John  also  gives  a 
reason,  and  though  the  words  bear  no  resemblance  to  Justin's, 
yet  these  latter  might  be  an  interpretation  of  the  statement, 
"that  which  is  bom  of  the  flesh  is  flesh,  and  that  which  is 
bom  of  the  spirit  is  spirit."  The  idea  of  necessity  comes  in 
plainly  enough  in  the  vrnposaibiUty  of  entering  the  kingdom 
of  God  without  a  spiritual  birth ;  and  the  idea  of  preference, 
m  the  words,  "  the  spirit  blows  where  it  listeth  {oirov  deXei) 
....  so  is  every  one  who  is  bom  of  the  spirit."  The 
ignorance  also  of  Nicodemus  is  contrasted  with  the  know- 
ledge of  Christ.  Perhaps  we  may  add  that  the  mention  of 
0a>Ti(r/iO9  as  the  name  of  baptism  falls  in  with  the  reference 
to  ^£9  in  the  following  verses  in  John.^ 

We  may  add,  as  not  wholly  unimportant  in  this  connection, 
that  the  passage  in  John  is  traditionally  used  of  baptismal 
regeneration,'  whereas,  according  to  Clemens  Alexandrinus, 

^  Compare  Theophylact's  Commentary  on  the  passage :  i  ykp  9tk  rov 
fia'wrUrnaros  yimnivis^  ^mriafthy  iftwoiovira  rg  ^vxf  >  K,r,\. 

'  As  Theodoras  of  Mopenestia  says :  r}»  rp&rov  i^ny^»ro  r^s  Bik  rod 
Bnrifffiaros  kifa,yt9w4iv*9ts.  See  the  fragments  of  his  Commentary  collected 
by  Fritzsche,  p.  25. 
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that  in  Matthew  does  not  refer  to  regeneration  at  all,  but  only 
commends  to  our  imitation  the  simplicity  of  childhood.^ 

From  the  above  survey  we  may  judge  for  ourselves  whether 
Justin  is  ''incomparably  more  doeely  related"  to  Matthew 
than  to  John.  He  agrees  exactly  with  Matthew  in  the  one 
very  ordinary  thought  which  Matthew  and  John  have  in 
common,  and  there  the  resemblance  enda  In  all  that  is 
really  characteristic  of  the  passage  in  Justin  he  agrees 
substantially,  though  not  in  words,  with  John. 

We  must  now  notice  more  particularly  Justin's  added 
statement,  that  **  it  is  impossible  for  those  who  are  once  bom 
to  enter  into  the  wombs  of  those  who  brought  tiiem  forth." 
This  statement  does  not  agree  verbally  with  the  question  of 
Nicodemus;  but  if  we  allow  for  a  very  natural  use  of 
synonyms,  it  corresponds  with  it  so  remarkably  that  we 
cannot  believe  the  resemblance  to  be  accidental^  Hilgenf eld's 
notion'  that  Justin  and  John  have  here  quite  independently 
hit  upon  the  same  thought,  and  expressed  it  so  nearly  in  the 
same  way,  surely  violates  all  probability.  It  seems  to  me 
most  unlikely  that  Justin  should,  from  his  own  reflection, 
make  the  remark  in  question,  unless  the  thought  were  sug- 
gested to  him  by  the  context  of  the  passage  which  he  had 
just  quoted.  Hilgenfeld  thinks  that  in  writing  to  a  heathen, 
to  whom  the  idea  of  regeneration  was  unfamiliar,  he  would 
naturally  subjoin  a  short  explanation;  just  as  elsewhere^  he 
explains  the  meaning  of  the  word  yeewa.  But  the  word 
yeiwa,  not  being  Qreek,  required  an  interpretation.  The 
remark  in  the  passage  before  us  explains  nothing.  It  is,  as 
Justin  himself  says,  ^pepov  iraa-i ;  and  the  real  explanation  is 

1  See  the  Pcadagogus^  lib.  i.  c.  5,  p.  104,  Potter. 

'  The  change  from  r^v  KotkUar  to  rkt  fiirpas  Ib  not  to  be  wondered  at ; 
and  this,  being  adopted,  carries  with  it^  for  the  sake  of  euphony,  the 
substitation  of  an  equivalent  for  ri|f  iiiirp4t. 

»  Die  Ev.  Juit.^  p.  216.  ♦  Ap.^  L  c.  19. 
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given  farther  on.  In  its  present  position  it  is  simply  childish, 
aiid  I  cannot  suppose  that  it  would  occur  to  any  sensible 
writer  as  a  real  elucidation  of  his  thought;  but  it  might  very 
naturally  be  written  down  if  it  arose  in  the  mind  from  a 
fAinilij^r  association  of  ideas.  Add  to  this  the  great  im- 
probability that  if  Justin  had  wished  to  irradiate  the  stupid 
mind  of  Antoninus  Pius,  he  would  not  only  have  made  such  a 
bungling  explanation,  but  have  expressed  it  in  words  so 
curiously  like  those  of  John,  and  J,  think  we  must  agree  with 
Zeller^  that  Hilgenf eld's  notion  is  untenable.  Zeller,  it  is 
true,  rests  his  argument  chiefly  on  Justin's  appeal  to  the 
apostles,  which  is  made  a  little  farther  on ;  for  this,  he  thinks, 
proves  that  Justin  had  in  view  a  definite  writing.  I  cannot 
see,  however,  that  the  appeal  to  the  apostles  necessarily  covers 
this  particular  reflection;  but  the  above  more  general  con- 
siderations seem  to  me  quite  sufficient  to  establish  the 
existence  of  a  connection,  direct  or  indirect,  between  Justin 
and  John.  If  we  admit  this,  then  there  are,  as  Zeller  points 
out,  three  ways  of  explaining  the  connection:  Justin  may 
have  borrowed  from  John;  John  may  have  borrowed  from 
Justin;  both  may  have  borrowed  from  an  earlier  written 
source,  probably  a  writing  of  the  nature  of  a  Gospel 
Tolkmar,^  while  admitting  that  the  poaaibUity  of  an  earlier 
Gospel  containing  this  peculiar  order  of  thought  is  incontest- 
able, is  nevertheless  fully  sensible  of  the  objection  that  its 
existence  is  quite  problematical;  indeed,  he  "might  say, 
ghost-like."  The  fact  is  that,  except  the  supposed  indication 
in  Justin,  we  have  not  the  shadow  of  a  proof  that  any 
Gospel  but  the  Fourth  ever  existed  which  contained  this 
peculiar  vein  of  thought  It  may  be  very  convenient 
to  imagine  the   existence   of   some   accommodating  Gospel 

>  See  an  article  in  the  Thaol.  Jakrb.^  1855,  pp.  I38>I40. 
^  Judvuj  pp.  44-46. 
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whenever  we  are  in  a  difficulty^  but  I  find  it  hard  to 
believe  that  this  is  true  criticism;  and  it  does  not 
seem  likely  that  a  Gospel  of  this  peculiar  character,  when 
once  it  had  been  accepted  in  the  Church  as  an  apostolic  work, 
should  have  been  aUowed  to  perish.^  Volkmar,  therefore, 
boldly  adopts  the  idea  that  the  author  of  the  Fourth  Gospel 

^  Baur  {Krit,  UnUrs.  vher  die  htm,  Ev.^  p.  352)  and  othen  believe  that 
the  Gospel  in  question  was  that  according  to  the  Hebrews ;  and  as  there 
really  was  such  a  Gospel,  this  conjecture  may  be  thought  to  lelieye  the 
spectral  character  of  the  hypothetical  authority.  It  would  carry  us  too  far 
to  examine  fully  the  question  whether  Justin  used  this  Gospel,  but  the 
following  is  a  summary  of  the  evidence.  We  possess  thirty-three  quotations 
from,  or  references  to,  events  related  in  the  Gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrews.  (See  these  collected  in  Mr  E.  R  Nicholson's  The  Ootpd  aecording 
to  the  Hebrews,  1879,  and  in  Hilgeufeld's  Novum  Teetameniwn  extra  Oanonem 
receptwn^  1884,  fasc.  iv.)  Justin  has  somewhere  about  170  citations  from 
or  references  to  the  GkMpels.  With  an  apparent  exception  to  be  noted 
presently,  not  one  of  the  quotations  from  the  lost  Gospel  is  found  among 
these  170.  But  this  is  not  all.  While  the  greater  number  deal  with  mattera 
not  referred  to  in  Justin,  nine  admit  of  comparison;  and  in  these  nine 
instances  not  only  does  Justin  omit  everything  that  is  charactenstie  of  the 
Hebrew  Gkxipel,  but  in  some  points  he  distinctly  differs  from  it^  and  agrees 
with  the  canonical  Gospels.  There  is  an  apparent  exception.  Justin  quotes 
the  voice  from  heaven  at  the  baptism  in  this  form,  "  Thou  art  my  Son  ; 
this  day  have  I  begotten  thee."  *'  This  day  have  I  begotten  thee  "  is  also 
in  the  Ebionite  Gospel ;  but  there  it  is  awkwardly  appended  as  a  second 
saying,  thus :  " '  Thou  art  my  beloved  Son ;  in  thee  was  I  well  pleased ' ; 
and  again,  'This  day  have  I  begotten  thee ''' ;  so  that  the  passage  lb  quite 
different  from  Justin's,  and  has  the  appearance  of  being  a  later  patchwork. 
Justin's  form  of  quotation  ia  still  the  reading  of  the  Codex  Beze  in  Luke, 
and,  according  to  Augustine,  was  found  in  good  MSS.,  though  it  was  said 
not  to  be  in  the  older  ones.  (See  Tischend.,  in  loco.)  One  other  passage  is 
appealed  to.  Justin  says  that  when  Jesus  went  down  upon  the  water^  a  fire 
was  kindled  in  the  Jordan — vdp  Ai^^^iy  ir  r^  'Upidrn.  The  Ebionite 
Gospel  relates  that  when  Jesus  came  up  from  the  water^  immediately  a  great 
light  shone  round  the  place^cM^s  Ttpt4Kafir^t  rhy  riwov  ^s  m«7«<  This 
fact  is,  I  believe,  the  main  proof  that  Justin  used  the  Gospel  according  to 
the  Hebrews,  and  that  we  may  therefore  have  recourse  to  it  whenever  he 
differs  verbally  from  the  existing  Gospels.  Considering  that  the  events 
recorded  are  not  the  same,  that  they  are  said  to  have  happened  at  different 
times,  and  that  the  two  quotations  do  not  agree  with  one  another  in  a 
single  word,  this  argument  cannot  be  considered  very  convincing  even  by 
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borrowed  immediately  from  Justin.^  I  suppose  the  posaibilUy 
of  this,  as  of  the  existence  of  the  ghost-like  Gospel,  is  incon- 
testable, but  this  conclusion  narrows  our  inquiry  to  the 
question.  Which  is  the  more  original,  Justin  or  John  ?  Now 
this  is,  to  a  great  extent,  a  matter  of  subjective  judgment; 
and  very  likely  the  critics  might  be  as  much  astonished  at 
me  as  I  am  at  them.  But  it  does  seem  to  me  surprising  that 
anyone,  in  comparing  the  passages  in  Justin  and  John,  should 
donbt  for  one  moment  that  the  dependence  is  on  the  side  of 
the  former.  John  has  all  the  impress  of  original  genius,  and 
gives  his  thoughts  with  the  terse  suggestiveness  of  one  who 
for  the  first  time  commits  them  to  writing.  Justin  never 
rises  above  the  level  of  a  prosy  interpreter  of  other  people's 
ideaa  The  question  of  Nicodemus,  whether  we  understand 
it  as  pathetic,  or  scornful,  or  simply  perplexed,  is  at  least 
charged  with  meaning ;  whereas,  the  only  thought  the  corre- 
sponding words  in  Justin  suggest  is,  how  any  man  could 
be  so  foolish  as  to  put  them  on  paper.  Tet  it  is  precisely 
in  this  question  that  Zeller  thinks  we  have  conclusive  proof 

those  who  do  not  require  perfect  verbal  accuracy  in  order  to  identify  a 
quotation.  But,  further,  the  author  of  the  anonymous  Liber  de  BebaptiimaU 
says  that  this  event  was  related  in  an  heretical  work  entitled  PauU 
PrcBdieaUoy  and  that  it  was  not  found  in  any  Gospel:  "Item  cum 
baptizaretur,  ignem  super  aquam  esse  visum  ;  quod  in  evangelio  nullo  est 
scriptum  "  (Bouth,  Bel  Sac^  v.  pp.  325, 326).  Of  course  the  latter  statement 
may  refer  only  to  the  canonical  Gospels.  We  must  remark,  however,  that 
the  event  is  related  in  two  Old  Latin  manuscripts,  at  the  end  of  Matthew 
iii.  15 :  ** lumen  ingens  [v,  r.  magnum]  circumfulsit  [v,  r.  fulgebat]  de  aqua" 
(see  Tischendorf).  This  suggests  at  least  the  possibility  that  Justin  may 
have  had  some  apocryphal  statements  in  his  codex  of  the  Gospels. 

We  may  perhaps  add  that  if  the  passage  about  regeneration  had  been  in 
this  Gospel,  there  is  some  little  probability  that  Jerome  would  have 
mentioned  a  fact  which  must  have  forcibly  struck  him. 

From  the  above  evidence  the  reader  may  judge  for  himself  whether  an 
appeal  to  the  (jk)8pel  accoxding  to  the  Hebrews  greatly  relieves  the 
difficrdty  mentioned  in  the  text. 

»  P.  46. 
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that  John's  account  is  derived,  not  indeed  from  Justin,  but 
from  some  earlier  source.  He  says  that  the  objection 
of  Nicodemus  applies  only  to  being  bom  again,  and  not 
at  all  to  being  bom  from  above;  and  therefore  it  must 
originally  have  belonged  to  a  connection  in  which  birth  from 
above  had  not  yet  taken  the  place  of  re-birtL  To  this  three 
different  replies  might  be  made.  In  the  first  place,  the 
evangelist  himself  may  have  used  the  word  avwOep  in  the  sense 
of  i(  apxn^f  "  all  over  again,"  a  sense  which  would  suggest  the 
entering  a  second  time  into  the  mother's  womb  much  more 
forcibly  than  the  simple  "  again."  Or,  secondly,  not  taking 
into  account  that  the  conversation  must  have  been  carried  on 
in  another  language,  he  may  have  meant  that  Christ  used  it 
in  one  sense  and  that  Nicodemus  understood  it  in  the  otiier.^ 
But,  thirdly,  I  think  an  examination  of  the  passage  itself 
suggests  a  totally  different  meaning  from  that  which  is 
generally  accepted.  Nicodemus  does  not  ask,  "How  can  a 
man  be  bom  again  ?  "  but,  "  How  can  a  man  be  bom  when  he 
is  an  old  man?"^  The  introduction  of  the  word  yepm^  is 
surely  meant  to  add  something  to  the  sense,  and  is  not 
merely  equivalent  either  to  "a  second  time"  or  to  "adult." 
Nicodemus's  first  difficulty  is  not  that  a  man  cannot  be  liter- 
ally bom  over  again,  but  that  old  age  stands  in  the  way  of 
such  spiritual  birth  as  Jesus  had  just  mentioned.  Feeling  the 
fascination  of  Christ,  and  a  want  within,  he  speaks  sadly ;  he 
is  too  old  to  be  bom  from  above  and  to  thrill  with  the  pulses 

^  This  is    Cyril's  view  :    Xpurrhs  r^v  di^  wv9^fiaT9s  i»9y4rm<rw  &F«ecr 

^or6ittia§  ydrniffiVf  Ar  iwl  ffmpJrmr,  aiifudwttr^au  Com,  in  Joafkf  lib.  ii.  ; 
Migne,  voL  vi.  244.  So  also  Theophykct  says  that  Christ  used  the  word 
as  eqoiyalent  to  U  9c«v,  bat  that  Nicodemus  understood  it  in  the  sense  of 
H  Apx^s*  ^«  9*tn4pov.  Com,  in  loc.  Some  support  is  lent  to  this  view  by 
tiie  fact  that  John  here  only  uses  the  phrase  in  question  in  preference  to 
^jc  6fov,  which  occurs  in  i.  13,  and  nine  times  in  the  First  Epistle. 
'  y4pmv  itr* 
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of  a  higher  life.  This  would  be  as  hard  as  to  enter  again 
his  mother's  womb  and  be  bom.  So  understood,  the  passage 
is  full  of  meaning  and  patho&  Meyer  ^  rejects  this  interpre- 
tation, and  considers  the  answer  of  Nicodemus  a  foolish  one, 
arising  simply  from  his  perplexity ;  but  I  see  no  reason  for 
adopting  his  view,  and  supposing  that  the  writer  meant  to 
ascsribe  such  hopeless  silliness  to  "the  teacher  of  Israel." 
Jesus  pays  no  attention  to  the  question  of  Nicodemus  under- 
stood in  its  literal  sense,  but  he  does  address  himself  to  the 
spiritual  difficulty.  The  flesh,  it  was  true,  was  subject  to  the 
law  of  necessity ;  and  he  who  had  only  a  fleshly  lineage,  and 
had  experienced  no  higher  birth,  could  not  enter  the  kingdom 
of  God.  But  that  which  was  bom  of  the  spirit  was  spirit ; 
and  here  was  no  law  of  necessity  or  of  old  age,  for  the  spirit, 
like  the  wind,  breathed  where  it  would,  and  a  man  might 
hear  the  higher  voice,  he  could  not  tell  whence  or  whither. 
Nicodemus  still  feels  that  it  cannot  be,  and  asks  how  it  is 
possible ;  and  this  leads  to  the  exposition  of  God's  love  in 
sending  his  Son,  evidently  as  the  great  instrument  for  eflecting 
the  birth  from  above. 

I  am,  therefore,  unable  to  see  any  valid  reason  why  Justin's 
quotation  may  not  have  been  taken  from  the  Fourth  Gospel ; 
and  if  either  borrowed  from  the  other,  I  could  not  hesitate 
for  a  moment  in  pronouncing  Justin  the  dependent  author. 

In  regard  to  the  Clementine  Homilies,  the  word  vSarh 
representing  e^  vSaro^t  brings  in  another  feature  of  John ;  and 
the  epithet  ^Zvrt,  though  it  is  not  applied  to  the  water  in 
the  conversation  with  Nicodemus,  is  quite  Johannine.  The 
baptismal  formula  has  probably  been  inserted  by  the  author 
deliberately ;  for  it  is  not  very  unusual  in  patristic  quotations 
to  find  the  author's  comments  interlarded  with  the  scriptural 
word&     When  the  view  that  Justin  did  not  use  the  Fourth 

^  Com.  in  loc. 
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Gospel  first  became  a  favourite  one  with  critics,  it  was  con- 
fidently maintained,  notwithstanding  some  indications  to  the 
contrary,  that  the  writer  of  the  Clementines  also  was 
unacquainted  with  it.  Since  then,  the  second  part  of  the  nine* 
teenth  book  and  the  whole  of  the  twentieth,  which  had  been 
previously  missing,  have  been  found;  and  in  xix.  22  is  a 
reference  to  the  healing  of  the  blind  man  in  John  ix.  which  is 
generally  admitted  to  prove  conclusively  the  use  of  the  OospeL 
A  doubt,  however,  may  be  raised  on  two  grounds.  First,  there 
are  some  alterations  of  the  Johannine  text;  but  these,  in  the 
part  that  professes  to  be  quoted,  are  few  and  slight,  certainly 
no  more  than  we  repeatedly  find  in  quotations.  The  chief 
variatioi),  the  use  of  x^pof  for  rwpXo^,  does  not  occur  within 
the  limits  of  the  quotation.  The  moment  that  is  introduced, 
the  writer  abandons  the  word  of  his  own  choice,  and  adopts 
the  Johannine  tu^Xo9.  The  fact  that  the  same  word  is  once 
used  by  Justin  in  connection  with  eic  yevrnf^  seems  to  me  no 
more  extraordinary  than  that  two  men  should  prefer  the 
expression  "  bom  mute  "  to  "  bom  dumb."  The  other  difficulty 
is  that  the  writer  draws  from  the  event  an  inference  which 
was  clearly  not  in  the  mind  of  John.  He  represents  it  as  an 
instance  in  which  "the  power  of  God"  was  "healing  the 
sins  of  ignorance."  The  argument,  however  opposed  to  the 
intention  of  John,  follows  easily  enough.  Suffering  is  an 
evidence  of  something  wrong  somewhere.  Now  as  the  blind 
man  was  not  suffering  for  any  sin  on  the  part  of  himself  or 
his  parents,  his  affliction  must  have  been  due  to  that  ignorant 
and  reckless  self-indulgence  of  mankind  to  which  the  author 
ascribes  premature  death  and  other  evils:  they  came  e^ 
ayvoiaf,  not  eic  irovfipov  eipyao'fULevov.  It  seems  to  me,  then, 
that  his  inference,  however  strange,  is  founded  strictly  on  the 
passage  as  it  stands  in  John,  and  I  think  we  are  not  justified 
in  resorting  to  a  "  ghost-like  "  Gospel  as  its  source.     One  other 
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point  deserves  notice :  the  author  refers  to  this  event  in  a  way 
which  shows  that  he  expected  his  readers  to  be  familiar  with 
it.  He  mentions  "  the  man  blind  from  birth/'  as  though  every 
one  would  know  at  once  what  man  was  intended.  From  this 
I  should  conclude  that  the  narrative  was  taken  from  a  book 
generally  known  and  accepted  in  the  Church,  and  not  from 
some  work  which  is  so  obscure  that  its  very  existence  is 
hypothetical.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to  be  the  most 
reasonable  and  legitimate  conclusion  that  the  author  of  the 
Clementine  Homilies  was  acquainted  with  the  Fourth  Gospel.^ 
But  if  so,  the  most  natural  supposition  is  that  the  passage 
about  regeneration  is  dependent  on  the  same  source,  and  the 
weightiest  argument  against  the  position  that  Justin  quoted 
from  John  thereby  disappears;  and  the  arguments  above 
advanced  in  defence  of  that  position  remain  with  unimpaired 
force. 

One  other  argument  remaina  It  is  urged  by  Volkmar' 
that  only  men  who  elevate  their  fleshly  wishes  above  truth 
and  history  can  find  it  anything  but  unintelligible  that  Justin 
should  not  have  made  an  especial  use  of  John's  Gospel,  if  he 
knew  it.  When  critics  begin  to  bully,  ordinary  mortals  are 
apt  to  suppose  that  their  argument  is  not  of  much  weight. 
At  the  risk  of  being  thought  very  carnal-minded,  I  would 
suggest  in  the  first  place,  that  if  we  admit  that  Justin  did  use 
the  Fourth  Gospel,  thei),  though  he  has  quoted  little,  he  has 
made  a  very  abundant  use  of  its  thought  in  his  doctrine 
of  the  Logos.  This  point  will  be  examined  further  on. 
Secondly,  it  does  not  seem  so  incredible  to  me  as  it  does  to 
Volkmar  that  Justin  did  not  consider  the  Fourth  Gospel  so 
well  suited  to  his  apologetic  writings  as  the  Synoptics,  and 
may  intentionally  have  kept  that  higher  and  more  spiritual 

1  Against  this  view,  see  Stipematurdl  ReldgtoUy  ii.  pp.  341  tqq, 
«  P.  21. 
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Gospel  in  reserve.  Yolkmar  thinks  it  terribly  strange,  that 
if  he  knew  the  Gospel,  he  oonld  appeal  in  proof  of  Christ's 
pre-existence  to  the  adoration  of  the  Magi,  and  pass  over, 
"  before  Abraham  was,  I  wa&"  ^  This  criticism  only  shows  that 
the  critic  can  misquote  as  well  as  Justin,  and  is  unable  to 
understand  an  argument.  The  authority  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel  was  of  course  not  admitted  by  Tryphon ;  and  to  appeal 
to  a  saying  of  Christ's  in  proof  of  the  truth  of  that  very 
saying  itself,  though  apparently  not  impossible  for  a  modem 
critic,  would  have  been  a  mistake  into  which  Justin  was  not 
likely  to  fall.  On  the  other  hand,  the  appeal  to  the  authority 
of  the  Magi,  whatever  we  may  think  of  its  value,  was  quite 
in  point,  because  Tryphon  did  not  dispute  the  historical  fact 
If  this  is  the  strongest  sample  of  the  *'  innumerable  passages  " 
which  Justin  might  have  used,  I  think  the  less  that  is  said 
about  them  the  better.  But,  lastly,  if  Justin  did  use  the 
Fourth  Gospel,  it  is  by  no  means  correct  to  say  that  this  is 
the  only  thing  he  cites  from  it  At  least  a  few  other  passages 
naturally  point  to  John,  though  they  might  not  be  sufficient 
to  prove  that  that  Gospel  was  used,  especially  if  the  "  ghost- 
like ^  Gospel  be  at  hand  in  every  emergency. 

Let  me  endeavour  to  sum  up  this  portion  of  the  argument 
in  a  few  words.  There  are  two  hypotheses  by  which  to 
account  for  the  quotation  in  Justin;  i,  that  a  Gospel  which 
in  the  generation  after  Justin  was,  as  we  know,  confidently 
believed  to  have  been  in  existence  for  the  greater  part  of  a 
century,  was  really  in  existence  sufficiently  early  to  be  used 
by  Justin ;  and  2,  that  a  Gospel  with  a  precisely  similar  vein 
of  thought,  a  Gospel  which,  in  the  generation  after  Justin,  had 
passed  out  of  ecclesiastical  use,  and  the  very  existence  of 
which  is  only  inferred  from  the  present  quotation,  was  cited 
by  Justin  as  an  apostolical  authority.  The  latter  hypothesis, 
^  *^  Ehe  Abraham  war,  war  ich,"  p.  20 ;  aee  DidL,  87, 88. 
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being  framed  for  the  express  purpose,  wiU,  of  oonrse,  explain 
the  phenomenon.  If  the  reasoning  in  this  chapter  be  correct, 
ihe  former  hypothesis,  framed  not  for  the  purpose,  bat  on 
the  ground  of  historical  probability,  also  affords  an  adequate 
explanation  of  the  facts.  Surely,  then,  it  is  the  part  of  sound 
critieism  to  accept  an  explanation  which  is  founded  upon  what 
we  kvkow,  instead  of  resorting  to  the  boundless  field  of  cent- 
jectwre,  where  the  severity  of  scientific  study  is  in  danger  of 
being  sacrificed  to  the  facile  pleasure  of  piling  up  shifting 
and  unsubstantial  hypothesea 

The  solution  of  the  question  whether  Justin  Martyr  made 
use  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  must,  in  the  absence  of  indisputable 
citations,  depend  to  a  large  extent  on  his  doctrine  of  the 
person  of  Christ.  If  it  could  be  shown  that  this  was  less 
developed  than  that  of  the  Gospel,  we  should  naturally  assign 
it  to  an  earlier  stage  in  the  formation  of  ecclesiastical  dogma ; 
but  if  it  appear  to  be  more  developed,  we  shall  as  naturally 
assign  the  priority  to  the  teaching  of  the  evangelist.  In 
eomparing  Justin's  with  the  Johannine  doctrine,  we  have  to 
consider  their  relations  in  substance  and  in  phraseology.  The 
evidences  on  these  points  must,  to  a  certain  extent,  be  pre- 
sented concurrently,  though  they  may  afterwards  be  made  the 
subject  of  separate  remark. 

First,  then,  we  must  observe  that  Justin  uses  the  word 
\0y09  in  its  special  theological  sense.  Here  we  may  notice 
some  curious  facts,  which,  if  they  do  not  seem  to  have  any 
immediate  bearing  upon  our  question,  are  useful  as  showing 
how  necessary  it  is,  in  judging  of  a  writer's  mode  of  express- 
ing an  opinion,  to  bear  in  mind  the  nature  of  the  works  in 
which  that  opinion  is  advocated.  In  the  First  Apology  the 
word  Xoyov>  in  the  singular  or  plural,  is  used  altogether  67 
times.  It  is  employed  27  times,  including  two  or  three  doubt- 
ful eases,  in  its  peculiar  theological  acceptation.    The  other 
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aenses  in  which  it  occurs  are:  reaaan^  a/rgiMnerUf  doctrme, 
word^  diacov/rse,  accov/rU,  and  quasi-theologically  as  a  designa- 
tion of  Hermea  Of  28  instances  of  its  use  in  the  short  Second 
Apology,  no  fewer  than  16,  again  including  two  or  three  un- 
certain cases,  exhibit  the  theological  meaning.  Here  its  other 
significations  are :  reason,  wrgwment,  doctrine,  method,  word. 
In  the  Dialogue  with  Tryphon  it  is  found  no  less  than  235 
times ;  and  yet  its  theological  use  is  represented  by  only  seven 
instances,  of  which  two  are  doubtful  It  is  applied,  in  a  sense 
unknown  to  the  Apologies,  62  times  to  the  Scriptures  or 
Scriptural  passagea  It  is  most  frequently  employed  simply 
in  the  meaning  of  vxyrda,  passing  off  into  that  of  vUeranoe  or 
decUvrution,  diecusaion,  a/rgvmient,  doctrine,  systeTn.  In  the 
signification  of  reason,  where  it  most  nearly  approaches  the 
theological  use,  it  occurs  only  13  times,  against  16  in  the 
Apologies.  We  thus  learn  that  the  term  Xoyo9  exhibits  its 
theological  colouring  about  once  in  33  times  in  the  Dialogue, 
against  nearly  once  in  every  two  instances  of  its  use  in  the 
Apologies;  or  if  we  add  the  signification  reason,  the  propor- 
tion is  about  I  in  12  in  the  Dialogue  against  considerably 
more  than  i  in  2  in  the  Apologies.  On  the  other  hand,  in  the 
Dialogue  it  is  employed  in  more  than  a  quarter  of  the  in- 
stances in  a  meaning  of  which  the  Apologies  furnish  no 
example.  The  reason  is  sufficiently  obvious.  In  addressing 
the  cultured  emperor  of  the  Romans,  Justin  naturally  resorted 
to  a  more  philosophical  phraseology,  while  in  arguing  with 
Jews  he  felt  this  to  be  less  appropriate,  and  in  citing  the 
Scriptures  adopted  a  description  which  expressed  the  rever- 
ence entertained  towards  them  no  less  by  his  opponents  than 
by  himself.  We  may  learn  from  these  facts  that  Justin, 
whether  consciously  or  unconsciously,  largely  modifies  his 
language  according  to  the  object  which  he  has  in  view  and 
the  persons  whom  he  seeks  to  influence,  and  that  therefore 
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we  must  not  attach  any  importance  to  the  silence  of  apolo- 
getic writings  upon  points  which  would  be  more  fitly  discussed 
in  works  dealing  with  the  internal  controversies  of  Christians 

themselvea^ 

• 

We  must  now  proceed  to  unfold  the  contents  of  Justin's 
doctrine,  and  compare  it  with  the  Johannine.  In  doing  so  we 
shall  follow  the  order  in  which  the  several  topics  appear  most 
logically  to  succeed  one  another. 

According  to  the  Fourth  Qospel,  "  The  Logos  was  God,"  deoy 
Ijv  6  \6yo9-^  Now  this  statement,  though  apparently  so  clear, 
contains  an  ambiguity.  Did  the  writer  use  deo;  in  its  highest 
acceptation,  and  mean  to  assert  that  the  Logos,  which  in  one 
sense  was  an  eternal  attribute  of  God,  was  in  another  aspect 
God  himself,  regarded  in  his  relation  to  the  universe  and  to 
man  ?  Or  did  he  intend  to  affirm  the  distinct  personality  of 
the  Logos,  and  in  doing  so  to  ascribe  to  him  a  divine  nature  ? 
Both  these  views  may  be,  and  have  been,  maintained.  If  the 
second  be  accepted  as  correct,  then  the  question  arises.  What 
is  implied  by  deof  ?  Is  it  merely  a  figurative  expression,  de- 
signed to  convey  the  idea  of  exalted  dignity,  as  in  the  passage 
quoted  by  the  author  himself,  "  I  said  ye  are  Gods"?^  Or  does 
it  denote  a  special  divine  nature,  such  as  could  not  be  predi- 
cated of  angels  or  of  men  ?  In  Justin's  doctrine  there  is  none 
of  this  ambiguity.  On  each  point  he  is  perfectly  explicit; 
and  the  whole  subject  seems  to  have  passed  through  the 
furnace  of  controversy,  and  to  have  worked  itself  out  into 
clear  and  formulated  expression.  Before  citing  the  evidence 
in  support  of  this  statement,  we  must  observe  that  we  may 
fairly  adduce  passages  in  which  the  special  term  Xoyof  is  not 
adopted,  because  Justin  identifies  the  Logos  with  the  Son  of 

1  The  above  facts  are  gathered  from  a  table  which  I  have  prepared  of 
all  the  passages  in  Justin  in  which  the  word  \6yos  occurs. 
*  i.  I.  •  X.  34. 
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Qod  and  with  Christ :  toS  \6yov  ....  09  i<m  ^pKrrc^}  and 
XptoTw  •  •  .  WW  T^  fley  •  .  •  \6ya9  avTOv? 

Justin  applies  the  word  deaq  to  the  Logos  or  Christ  once  in 
the  Apologies,  and  a  great  number  of  times  (I  have  counted 
upwards  of  thirty-four)  in  the  Dialogue.  The  term,  not  very 
distinctive  in  its  use  by  heathens,  became  important  in  con- 
troversy with  Jewa  The  following  may  serve  as  examples  of 
the  mode  in  which  it  is  introduced:  "For  Christ  has  been 
preached  as  king  and  priest,  and  God  and  Lord,  and  angel 
and  man  ....  as  I  demonstrate  from  all  the  Scripture&"' 
"I  am  now  going  to  prove  that  the  revelation  in  the  time 
of  Jesus,  who  was  a  priest  among  your  people  in  Babylon, 
was  a  prediction  of  the  things  that  were  to  be  done  by  our 
priest  and  God  and  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  Father  of  the 
universe."^  Having  alluded  to  the  history  of  Jacob,  Justin 
concludes,  6«oc  kolKutoi  kcX  Oeo^  i<m  Kai  etrraL^ 

How  it  is  that  the  Logos  comes  to  be  deo^  is  very  clearly 
explained.  His  divine  nature  depends  on  the  peculiarity  of 
his  Sonship ;  ''  who,  as  being  Logos  and  first-bom  of  Qod,  is 
also  Qod."  •  "  Qod,  in  consequence  of  his  being  [ck  tov  eS/cu] 
a  child  first-bom  of  all  created  things."  ^  From  these  passages 
it  is  evident  that  deo;  is  applied  to  Christ,  not  as  a  title  of 
dignity,  but  as  a  description  of  his  nature.  This  inference  is 
confirmed  by  the  different  way  in  which  Justin  uses  the  term 
ayyeXof  in  reference  to  Christ.  He  borrows  this  designation 
from  certain  passages  in  the  Old  Testament,  in  which  he  iden- 
tifies ''  the  angel  of  the  Lord  "  with  the  Logos ;  but  he  uses  it 
with  an  explanation,  and  always  as  a  title,  never  as  indicating 
the  possession  of  an  angelic  nature.    Thus  we  find  in  the  First 

*  Afol^  ii.  c.  10.  *  Apol.^  L  c.  23.  *  DidLy  c.  34. 

*  JWoZ.,  c.  115.  •  DmL^  c.  58. 

*  *Os  K6yos  ical  vpmT4r0Kos  t^v  rov  9§ov  irai  9*hs  6wdpx*i'     Apol.^  L  C.  63. 
^  DM.,  c.  125. 
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Apology,^  ayyeXo^  Se  tcdkeirou  ....  avroy  yap  awayyeWei  o<ra 
Sei  yvoxrO^vai,  and  in  the  Dialogue,^  S9  koi  ayyeXo^  KoXeirai,  Sia 
TO  ayyiWeiv  toi;  avOpdiroig,  ic.tA.  In  speaking  of  the  three 
sapematoral  visitors  to  Abraham,  he  draws  a  clear  distinction 
between  the  one  whom  he  identifies  with  the  Logos  and  the 
other  two.  First  of  aU  Tryphon  admits,  under  pressure  of 
Justin's  argument,  that  he  had  been  mistaken  in  supposing 
Uiat  all  three  were  angela  Justin,  without  remarking  upon 
this  admission,  proceeds  to  emphasize  his  belief,  ori  etg  rZv 
TpiSow  €K€uw>v  Koi  6  deof  &rTi  Koi  ayyeXof  KciKeirai,  and  says  that 
he  appeared  in  the  form  of  a  man,  like  the  two  angels  who 
came  with  him.'  Farther  on  the  objection  is  raised  that  these 
visitors  ate  what  was  set  before  them.  In  his  reply,  Justin 
makes  use  of  these  words :  "  If  we  heard  that  the  three  were 
said  to  have  eaten,  and  not  only  the  two  who  were  really 
angels"  (derive^  ayyeXoi  rqS  oyri  tfa-av).^  Elsewhere  he  marks 
the  difference  between  the  angelic  title  and  the  divine  nature 
of  the  Logos  thus :  ayycXoy  KoXovfievo^  tcai  Oeo^  vTrapx^v-^  It 
is,  therefore,  abundantly  proved  that  the  Logos  is  regarded  as 
a  super-angelic,  and,  in  the  strictest  sense,  a  divine  being. 

Justin  is  no  less  explicit  in  insisting  on  his  distinction  from 
the  Father,  and  his  separate  personality.  One  of  the  points 
(as  stated  by  Tryphon)  which  he  undertakes  to  prove  is,  that 
''there  is  another  God  besides  the  Creator  of  the  universe."^ 
This  proposition  is  more  fully  stated  farther  on :  ''  There  is  a 
different  [erepog]  God  from  the  God  who  made  all  things,  in 
number,  I  mean,  but  not  in  sentiment "  [apiOjA^  Xeyw  aXX'  ov 
yvwp^y  But  more  important  is  the  fact  that  he  expressly 
controverts  the  opinion  of  those  who  maintained  that  the  Logos 

>  c.  63.  *  c.  56.  Durf.,  c.  56. 

*  Dial,  c  57.  *  Dial,,  c.  60. 

*  DioZ.,  c.  50 :  &XXOS  9Us.    ELsewhere,  trtpos  $96$,  c  55.    See  also  c.  56. 

^  C.  56.     See  also  C  62,  kpiB/ii  6rra  frtpoy. 
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was  an  inseparable  power  of  the  Father's,  which  the  latter  put 
forth,  like  a  ray  of  the  sun,  whenever  he  desired  it,  and  again 
at  his  will  withdrew  into  himself.  In  opposition  to  this  view, 
Justin  contends  that  the  Logos  does  not  mark  a  mere  nominal 
distinction,  but  is  numerically  something  different :  ovx  i^  to 
roS  jJXcoi/  0C09  ovo/jLOTi  fuovov  apiO/jLetrai,  aXXa  Koi  apiO/xS  erepov 
rlioTi  ^ ;  and  that  the  thing  begotten  is  numerically  different 
from  him  who  begets:  to  yeiwifievov  toS  ycwSin-oy  apiOfif. 
erepov  eoTi. 

While  assigning  this  distinct  personality  and  exalted  rank 
to  the  Logos,  Justin  is  careful  to  insist  on  his  subordination 
to  the  Father.  In  the  Fourth  Qospel,  the  subordination  of 
the  Son  during  his  earthly  existence  is  clearly  asserted ;  but 
that  of  the  pre-existent  Logos  can  only  be  inferred  from  the 
use  of  the  preposition  Sia  in  i  3.  This  proposition  may  be 
made  to  appear  consistent  with  the  doctrine  of  the  co-equality 
of  the  Father  and  the  Son ;  but  no  ingenuity  of  interpretation 
can  force  this  doctrine  upon  Justin.  The  purest  monotheistic 
doctrine  is  asserted  near  the  beginning  of  the  Dialogue  in 
terms  to  which  a  Jew  could  take  no  exception:  ''Neither 
will  there  ever  be  another  God  [aXXoy  0€oV],  Tryphon,  nor  was 
there  from  eternity  (I  thus  said  to  him),  except  Him  who 
made  and  ordered  this  universe.  Nor  do  we  suppose  that 
there  is  one  God  of  ours  and  another  of  yours,  but  [we  esteem 
as  God]  that  very  one  who  led  your  fathers  out  of  the  land 
of  Egypt  with  a  mighty  hand  and  a  high  arm ;  nor  have  we 
hoped  on  some  other  (for  there  is  not  one),  but  on  Him  on 
whom  you  also  [hoped],  the  God  of  Abraham  and  Isaac  and 
Jacob."  ^  This  statement  verbally  contradicts  passages 
already  quoted,  in  which  the  existence  of  *'  another  God "  is 

»  Dtoi.,  c.  128.  *  c.  129. 

'  Dial.,  c.  II.    In  A^,^  1.  c.  13  :  roG  tmms  9%ov  may  stand  in  opposition 
to  polytheism. 
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asserted ;  and  we  can  find  a  reconciliation  only  in  supposing 

that  Justin  regarded  the  Father  and  Creator  of  the  universe 

as  the  sole  fountain  of  divinity,  self-existent  and  eternal,  and 

that  in  rejecting  the  notion  of  "  another  God  "  he  meant  that 

no  other  could  bear  this  title  in  the  same  supreme  sense,  or 

stand  upon  the  same  line  of  underived  and  independent  being. 

This  conclusion  is  amply  confirmed  by  the  most  direct  assevera- 

tiona     Our  apologist  speaks  of  the  Logos  as  ranked  under 

the  Father,  and  as  serving  His  will :  vrniperoSirra  t«  tZv  o\mv 

Trarpl}  and  \nro  t£  iraTpi  koI  Kvptip  rerayiuLivof  koi  vrniperHv 

ri  fiovX^  avTov,^    He  says  this  in  reference  to  Old  Testament 

times,  and  therefore  there  can  be  no  allusion  to  the  human 

nature  of  Christ.     He  contrasts  the  Father  and  the  Son  by 

declaring  that  there  is  another  God  under  the  Creator,  and 

that  above  the  latter  there  is  no  other  God :  itrrl  koi  Xeyerai 

Oeo^  Koi  Kvpiog  erepo^  viro  rov  iroifgrhv  tS>v  oXwy,  ....  iirep  ov 

aXKof  deo^  ouk  ccrrc'    Again,  while  insisting  that  the  Logos 

appeared  to  Abraham  and  others,  he  considers  it  preposterous 

to  suppose  that  the  Father  could  have  manifested  himself  in 

this  way.     He  presses  upon  Tryphon's  attention  the  fact  that 

the  angel  who  appeared  to  Moses  in  the  bush  called  himself 

the  God  of  Abraham;  and  hence  he  argues  that  this  angel 

was  God     Tryphon  objects  that  there  were  really  two  persons, 

and  that  though  an  angel  appeared,  yet  it  was  God  himself 

(that  is,  the  supreme  God)  who  conversed  with  Moses.    Justin, 

admitting  for  the  sake  of  argument  that  there  may  have  been 

two  persons,  proceeds:  ''Even  if,  as  you  say,  it  can  be  the 

case  that  there  were  two,  both  angel  and  God,  yet  no  one 

whatsoever,  if  he  have  even  a  little  sense,  wiU  dare  to  say 

that  the  Creator  and  Father  of  the  universe,  having  left  all 

the  things  above  heaven,  has  appeared  in  a  little  particle  of 

1  Dial,  c.  58.  «  Dial.,  c.  126. 

'  IHal,t  c.  56^  p.  180^  Otto,  2iid  ed.    See  alao  p.  184. 
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earth."  ^  It  would  be  difficult  to  mark  more  strongly  the 
subordination  of  the  Logos  as  the  minister  of  the  Hi^est. 
But  stiU  further,  the  Son  is  represented  as  dependent  on  the 
Father  both  for  his  being  and  his  rank.  He  derives  all  his 
exalted  appellations,  ex  re  rod  vmipeTetv  t^  Trarpuc^  fiovK/ffiari 
fcai  ix  Tov  air 6  rod  iraTpo^  Qek/fcrei  yeyeuvjfrQai?  and  he  received 
them  from  the  Father  [airo  tov  irarpo^  eXafie],  as  all  who 
were  called  kings  and  anointed  derived  their  titles  from  him- 
self.' Justin  speaks  of  him  as  top  Kara  ISovXiiv  rijv  ckcivov  koi 
Seov  ovra,  vlov  avrovy  koi  ayyeXov  €k  tov  vTr^pereiv  t^  yvwfi^Q 
avTov^  and  describes  the  Father  as  amo^  t€  avrw  tov  etvai  koi 
Swar^  KOi  tcvpltp  xai  dc^.^  But  among  subordinate  beings  the 
Logos  takes  the  first  place,  another  point  not  decided  by, 
however  it  may  be  inferred  from,  the  Fourth  Gospel  Justin's 
words  are  unequivocal :  ^  Si  irpwni  Sivafu^  fiera  tov  Trarepa 
iravTWV  ...  6  Xoyo?  ioTiv.^ 

In  place,  then,  of  the  simple  proposition  of  the  Gospel  that 
''  the  Logos  was  God,"  we  have  in  Justin  a  series  of  elaborate 
and  clearly  formulated  doctrines,  supported  by  argument  and 
comment,  and  accompanied  by  a  conscious  rejection  of  an 
antagonistic  view.  In  this  point,  accordingly,  the  Justinian 
doctrine  is  not  only  more  copious  than  the  Johannine,  but 
presents  the  appearance  of  a  true  development,  an  unfolding 
of  the  implicit  contents  of  the  brief  and  pregnant  statement  of 
the  Gospel.  And  if  it  be  said  that  thus  far  Justin  is  indebted 
to  Philo,  still  the  incorporation  of  the  Alexandrine  theology 
with  Christianity  must  itself  have  required  time,  and  its  more 

1  DidLy  c.  6o.    See  also  c  127.  *  DtoZ.,  c  61.        '  Dtal.^  c.  86. 

*  jWoZ.,  c  127.  *  Dial.,  c.  129. 

*  iljpol.,  L  c.  32.  Domer  endeavonra  to  reduce  the  subordination  to  a 
minimum,  but  in  doing  so  leaves  unnoticed  some  of  the  most  conclusive 
passages :  EfUwUkdungiguch.  dar  Ldhfre  von  dtr  Panon  Chrigti^  I.  S.  425  sqq^ 
2nd  ed.  Dr  Donaldson  franklj  admits  the  subordination :  Orit.  Hist,  of 
Chriitian  lAteraiwre  and  Doctrine,  1866,  voL  ii.  pp.  218  and  229  sqq. 
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abuadant  admixture  in  the  writings  of  the  Apologist  than  in 
that  of  the  Evangelist  betrays,  if  not  a  later  date,  at  least  a 
more  advanced  post  on  the  march  of  dogmatic  formulation. 

We  arrive  at  a  very  similar  result  when  we  examine  more 
fully  the  doctrine  that  the  Logos  is  the  Son  of  Qod.  Here 
again  the  Christian  faith  is  sketched  in  grand  but  dim  out- 
lines in  the  Gospel,  admitting  more  or  less  of  poetic  or  ideal 
interpretation;  but  in  Justin  it  is  sharply  defined  in  unmis- 
takable ecclesiastical  prose.  The  Gk)spel  nowhere  asserts  that 
the  Logos  is  the  Son  of  Qod.  This  title  is  always  applied  to 
Jesus ;  but  Jesus  is  never  called  the  Logos,  and  their  identi- 
fication, however  certain  it  may  appear  to  most  people,  is 
nevertheless  the  result  of  interpretation.  Then  in  what  sense 
is  Jesus  the  Son  of  Qod?  Is  the  relationship  spiritual  or 
essential,  such  as  others  may  in  their  inferior  degree  enjoy, 
or  grounded  in  the  peculiarity  of  his  being  ?  Again  the  answer 
must  be  left  to  the  interpreter.  Further,  did  Christ  pre-exist  ? 
A  few  intimations  may  seem  to  answer  this  question  with 
sufficient  distinctness  in  the  affirmative;  yet  they  are  not 
such  that  it  is  impossible  to  explain  them  away.  And,  lastly, 
if  the  Logos  was  the  Son  of  Qod,  nothing  whatever  is  said  as 
to  the  mode  and  method  of  this  Sonship,  and  its  duration  is 
indicated  only  by  the  obscure  ev  apxpy^  and  perhaps  by  Tcpo 
rod  Tov  Koa-^ov  ehai-*  On  almost  all  these  points  Justin's 
language  is  full  and  explicit. 

First  of  all  he  expressly  asserts  that  "  the  Logos  of  Qod  is 
his  Son.'**  The  Logos,  the  Son,  and  Christ,  are  identified  by 
the  statement,  1/109  Oeov  xai  airooToXo;  'I>^roi;9  6  ILpitrrof  €<m, 
irporepov  Xoyo^&v,  ....  w/vie  ...  .  avOpwiroi  yevoiieyoi} 

>  L  I.  *  xvii.  5. 

'  A^^  L  C.  63,  h  Jjyos  5i  fv  $fv  ivTiw  6  vlhs  ahrov.     See  alflO  C.  32, 
ApoL,  ii.  c  6  ;  Dial^  c.  48, 100,  and  many  other  pasaages. 
*  ApoL^  i.  C63.    See  also  c  23. 
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The  Sonship  of  Christ  or  of  the  Logos  was  peculiar  in  its 
kind.  Justin  recognizes  the  possibility,  and  indeed  admits  the 
existence,  of  two  views  on  the  subject.  ''Jesus/'  he  says, 
''  being  called  a  Son  of  Qod,  if  even  he  be  only  a  man  in  the 
common  way  [xoivm  fiovov  ofi/dpcoxof],  is  on  account  of  his  wis- 
dom worthy  to  be  called  a  son  of  Qod.  .  .  .  But  if  we  say  that 
in  a  peculiar  way  [ISloufi],  contrary  to  the  common  birth,  he  was 
sprung  from  God  as  the  Logos  of  Qod,"  etc.^  He  states  else- 
where that  some  Christians  believed  Christ  to  be  of  purely 
human  birth  [avOpwirov  e^  hvdpwirwv  yeifOfievov]^  but  that  he  did 
not  agree  with  them.'  He  refers,  in  the  former  of  these  pas- 
sages, not  to  the  pre-mundane  generation  of  the  Logos,  but  to 
his  miraculous  birth  into  the  world ;  but  the  rejection  of  the 
idea  that  Christ  was  a  mere  man  is  a  necessary  preparation  for 
his  own  view  of  the  divine  Sonship.  In  unfolding  this  view 
he  maintains  that  Christ, ''  being  Qod,  pre-existed  [irpovTnjpxev] 
as  Son  of  the  Creator  of  the  universe."  '  His  Sonship  was  of 
a  special  kind,  and  limited  to  himself  alone :  'Itja-aih  Xpurro^ 
fjLOvos  l&lm  woy  Tw  0ey  yeyiwfgraiy  Xoyo?  avrov  vwapxoov,*  and  6  Se 
wo?  cKelvov,  6  fiovo^  Xeyofievo^  Kvplta^  woy,  o  Xoyoy.**  The  peculi- 
arity of  his  Sonship  depends  on  the  manner  of  his  generation. 
Here  it  is  curious  to  observe  that  Justin,  though  of  course  he 
does  not  use  all  the  language  of  a  later  controversy,  is  clearly 
homoousian  in  his  view.  He  maintains  that  "  this  power  has 
been  generated  from  the  Father  by  his  power  and  will,  but 
not  by  way  of  amputation,  as  though  the  substance  of  the 
Father  [tw  tov  irarpo^  ovarlasl  were  detached."  He  uses,  to 
illustrate  his  meaning,  the  example  of  fire,  which,  without 
diminution  to  itself,  kindles  another  fire,  and  also  our  produc- 

1  Apol^  i.  c  22.  *  DiaLy  c.  48. 

^  DiaLy  c.  48.     So  earlier  in  the  c,  vpoOr^x*'''  ^^^^  ^<^f  said  by 

Tryphon ;  and  again,  tfc^  abrhi^  9p9dirdpx9Pra  \/ycif,  said  by  Tryphon, 
c.  87. 

*  Apol.y  i  c  23.  *  ApoLy  iL  c.  6. 
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tion  of  speech  [\6y09],  which  leaves  ummpaired  the  reason 
[\6y09]  within  ti&^  Had  he  believed  that  the  Logos  was 
created  out  of  nothing,  or  out  of  any  pre-existent  material  dif- 
ferent from  Qod,  he  could  not  have  used  these  comparisons, 
nor  need  he  have  sought  to  prove  that  his  opinion  did  not 
imply  any  division  or  diminution  in  the  substance  of  the 
Father.  He  must  have  held,  therefore,  that  the  Logos  was  not 
created,  like  the  world,  but  generated  out  of  the  divine  sub- 
stance, or  in  the  Nicene  phraseology,  yewtiOevra ...  a  rijg  owrlag 
Tov  varpog.  Agreeably  to  this  view  we  are  told,  6  Oeog  yeyiwtjKc 
Svvafuv  Tiva  i^  iavrov  Xoyuc^v,^  and  the  Son  is  called  fiovoyevifi 
-  .  .  T«  Trarpi  rwv  oKu>v  . . .  iSlwg  e^  avrovXoyag.^  Though  we  do 
not  find  the  express  contrast  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  yevinfievTa, 
ov  Troitfihrra,  Justin's  own  language  is  quite  in  harmony  with 
this  distinction.  He  does  not  speak  of  the  Son  as  created,  but 
as  begotten  [yevvffiw']^  as  an  offspring  \yiwfiiia\?  as  projected 
\irpop\jffihf\  from  the  Father,^  and  as  having  come  forth  [nrpoeK- 
OovTo]  from  the  Father  J 

Two  passages  are,  however,  adduced  to  show  that  Justin 
regarded  the  Logos  as  a  creature.  Semisch  asserts  that  he 
once  calls  him  ipyaa-la}  He  ought  to  have  added  that  this 
statement  is  founded  on  a  conjectural  reading.  In  the  place 
alluded  to,*  our  apologist  has  just  pointed  out  that  for  the  due 
comprehension  of  certain  passages  in  the  Old  Testament,  it  is 

1  DiaL^  c  128.  See  alao  e.  61.  In  the  above  passage  we  have  hiwh 
r«v  wvrp6s  instead  of  the  Nicene  U  rov  wvr^s,  but  the  difference  is 
unimportant,    ss   in   c.    61    we   have    i^   Uvrw.     In    c.    129  we  find 

<  Dial,  c  61. 

'  DtoL,  c  105.     Again  compaie  the  Nicene  yiofvyfiivra  iit  rw  warpls 

«  Dial^  c.  61.  ^  DidL^  cc  62  and  129.    A^l,,  L  c.  21. 

*  Dial^  c.  62.  ^  jWoZ.,  c.  100. 

*  /ujfMi  Mairifyr,  hit  Life,  etc. ;  translated  by  J.  E.  Bjland,  1843,  ^^l-  ii* 
p.  185. 

*  7>iaZ.,  c  1 14. 
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necessary  to  bear  in  mind  the  art  [rexviiv]  adopted  by  the 
Holy  Spirit,  according  to  which  some  incidents  were  typical, 
and  sometimes  future  events  were  spoken  of  as  though  they 
were  either  present  or  past     Having  quoted  a  few  examples, 
he   proceeds:  ''And  again  when  he  says,  'I  will  see  the 
heavens,  works  of  thy  fingers,'  if  I  do  not  hear  the  workman- 
ship of  his  words  [eop  /x^  curoi/o^  rfiv  \6ywv  avroS  rijv  ifrfaa-iav}, 
I  shall  hear  unintelligently,  as  your  teachers  require,  suppos- 
ing that  Qod  the  Father  of  the  universe  and  unbegotten  has 
hands  and  feet  and  fingers  and  a  soul,  like  a   composite 
animal/'    I  quite  agree  with  Dr  Donaldson  that  the  above, 
which  is  the  reading  of  the  manuscripts,  furnishes  a  good 
sense,  and  that  ipycurla  is  equivalent  to  the  previous  T^xyn-^ 
The  meaning  is,  that  if  we  do  not  attend  to  the  figurative 
character  of  the  words,  we  shall  form  a  very  absurd  opinion. 
Otto's  conjecture,  roi  Xoyov,  does  not  appear  so  suitable  to  the 
context;    for  with  this  change  the  passage  ceases  to  be  an 
illustration  of  Justin's  remark.    The  reading  suggested  by 
Maranus,  tov  Xoyov^  on  which  alone  the  statement  of  Semisch 
can  be  founded,  seems  utterly  devoid  of  meaning;  for  how 
could  it  possibly  be  inferred  from  the  verse  in  question  that 
the  Logos  was  the  work  of  God  ?    The  avrod^  moreover,  natu- 
rally refers,  not  to  God,  about  whom  Justin  has  not  been 
speaking,  but  to  to  iyiov  nrv^fiat  a  reference  which  is  duly 
preserved  by  the  reading  of  the  manuscript&    The  statement, 
therefore,  that  Justin  calls  the  Logos  ipycurla^  is,  to  say  the 
least,  extremely  questionable,  and  cannot  fairly  be  admitted 
in  evidence.    The  other  passage  to  which  appeal  is  made  is 
one  in  which  Tryphon  speaks  of  the  Jews  as  worshippers,  rod 
6€ov  TOV  icai  avTov  toutov  (that  is,  Christ)  iroii/cravTO^.*    This 
expression  Justin  allows  to  pass  without  remark ;  and  there- 
fore, it  is  said,  he  must  have  considered  it  unobjectionable. 
^  Hitt.  ofOhrittian  LU.  amd  Dodrim^  ii.  pp.  223-4.  >  Dial^  c  64. 
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The  idea,  however,  that  Christ  was  created  is  not  made  the 
subject  of  a  distinct  proposition,  but  occurs  incidentally,  and 
accordingly  does  not  demand  a  reply.  The  plea  which 
Tiyphon  urges  is,  that  the  Jews,  being  worshippers  of  Qod, 
did  not,  like  the  Gentiles,  require  to  acknowledge  and  worship 
Christ  It  is  to  this  plea  that  Justin  addresses  himself,  and 
it  may  not  have  occurred  to  him  to  turn  aside  from  his  main 
purpose  in  order  to  correct  a  casual  expression  chosen  by  the 
Jew  with  the  object  of  depreciating  Jesua  He  would  natu- 
rally put  into  the  mouth  of  Tryphon  such  language  as  a  Jew 
was  likely  to  employ;  and  this  passage  may,  at  the  most, 
occasion  some  little  surprise  that  he  has  nowhere  taken  the 
opportunity  of  formally  objecting  to  the  use  of  a  phrase  which 
he  ascribes  to  an  opponent.  This  omission,  however,  in  a 
writer  so  little  systematic  may  be  accidental,  and  certainly 
cannot  set  aside  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  already 
arrived,  founded  as  it  is  on  his  own  positive  and  unambiguous 
assertions.^ 

With  this  exalted  view  of  his  nature,  it  is  not  surprising 
that,  as  we  have  already  observed,  Justin  assigns  to  the  Logos 
the  second  place  in  the  universe  of  being.  He  is  the  irpSrrov 
yeinnifia  rov  deov,*  the  'jcpwroroKO^  rw  aycvwjry  0ey,'  and 
i  irptirm  Svvafu^  jULera  rov  nraripa  iravTicv^  Agreeably  to 
this  belief,  the  Christians,  in  their  religious  services,  assigned 
to  him  the  second  place,  ev  ieirrcp^  X^P?  expvre^'^ 

1  Is  it  not  also  poeaible  that  though  Justin  never  employs  the  expression 
in  his  own  person,  he  may  have  thonght  that  it  could  be  loosely  applied 
to  the  fact  of  generation  as  well  as  to  that  of  creation  f  The  contrast, 
though,  I  think,  evidently  in  his  mind,  is  not  yet  clearly  formulated. 
Can  he  have  been  influenced  by  Acts  iL  36  ? 

*  il|M>2.,i.  c.  21. 

'  Apcl,y  i.  c.  53.  Tipwrirmtos  is  applied  to  him  ten  times  elsewhere : 
AfoL,  i.  cc.  23,  33,  4^  63  ;  Durf.,  cc.  84,  85,  100,  116*  125,  138.  Once 
wfmT6yowos  is  used  instead,  ApoL,  L  58. 

*  Apol^  i.  c  32.  •  Apol^  i.  c  13.    See  also  Apol.^  ii,  c  13. 
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Whether  the  Logos  was  oo-etemal  with  the  Father,  Justin 
nowhere  expressly  says,  and  very  different  opinions  have  been 
held  as  to  the  view  which  he  entertained  The  controversy 
turns  upon  the  meaning  of  two  passages,  one  of  which  is 
certainly  open  to  the  charge  of  obscurity.  Before  we  refer  to 
these,  it  will  be  advantageous  to  consider  what  we  can  learn 
from  expressions  used  elsewhere.  That  Justin  ascribed  a 
beginning  to  the  personal  existence  of  the  Logos  may  be  in- 
ferred with  some  probability.  He  says  that  he  came  forth 
from  the  Father  by  the  power  and  will  of  the  latter  {Swifiet 
carrov  Koi  fiovX^),^  and  represents  his  existence  and  divinity  as 
dependent  on  the  will  of  Qod :  iic  roS  inro  toS  irarpo^  BeKiicrei 
yefeupfoOcu,*  and  rov  Kara  fiovXifv  t^  eKeivou  xai  deov  ovrcu^ 
These  expressions  can  hardly  be  reconciled  with  the  idea  of 
co-eternity.  Nevertheless,  since  Justin  nowhere  asserts  ex- 
pressly, as  Tertullian  does,^  that  there  was  a  time  when  the 
Son  did  not  exist,  we  may  suppose  that  his  thought  upon  this 
subject  had  not  yet  cleared  itself  into  dogmatic  distinctness. 
He  was  anxious  rather,  in  opposition  to  the  simple  humani- 
tarian view,  to  carry  back  the  existence  of  the  Son  as  far  as 
possible,  and  represent  him  as  the  earliest  of  dependent  beings. 
The  Logos  is,  as  we  have  seen,  the  vpwni  Svva/jn^y  the  TrpSrrov 
yew9ifia.  He  pre-existed  as  God  before  the  ages :  Seov  ovra  irpo 
cuwptav.^  ''God  has  begotten  him  as  a  beginning  before  all 
created  things "  [apxh^  '>rp6  iravTwv  tSv  icrur/iaTCDi']*  The  Son 
of  God  existed  before  the  morning  star  and  the  moon :  Seov 
vioVf  Of  Koi  vpo  iw(r^6pov  kcu  aeXiivtif  ^vJ  He  was  the  ''  first- 
bom  of  all  creation  "  [irpwroTaKOf  iraaiff  Kri(r€wi\?  an  expres- 
sion which  must  be  explained  by  those  already  quoted.     We 


1  iXa^.,  c.  100.  *  DiaLy  c  6i.  '  Dial^  c.  127. 

^  Adn.  Hermog^  c  3.         ^  DiaLf  c.  48,  quoted  by  Tryphon  from  Justin. 
^  Dialf  c  61.    See  also  100  and  129 ;  and  wph  virrmv  Ihruf  e.  96. 
^  Dial^  c  45«  ^  DiaLf  cc  85  and  138.    Compare  84  and  125. 
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learn  from  these  citations  that  the  Logos  was  regarded  as 
having  had  a  distinct  personal  existence,  and  as  having  been 
generated  before  the  creation. 

Bearing  in  mind  the  result  which  we  have  thus  reached,  we 
may  proceed  to  the  examination  of  the  two  more  ambiguons 
passages.  The  first  is  the  following:  ''But  his  Son,  who 
alone  is  called  Son  in  the  literal  sense,  o  Xoyo^  ir/oo  rSiv 
'JToitmcLTWv  KOI  (Tvmv  KOI  y€W(o/JL€uo£t  St€  t^i^  ipxhv  SI  avToS 
TToyra  eimcre  xai  iKoaiJifiore^  is  called  [Xeyerac]  Christ  in  relation 
to  his  having  been  anointed,  and  God's  having  ordered  every- 
thing through  him."  ^  The  second  is:  to  t^  oktc  oiro  roi;  iror/aoy 
irpo^vfilv  yivwiiAa  irpo  iravTwv  t&v  TroifjiiiaTwv  avv^v  rw  irarpL^ 
Semisch,  who  is  followed  by  Otto,  says  that  "  in  these  two 
passages  the  words  and  ideas,  arweivai  and  yewaffQai,  form  a 
contrast.  ....  The  aweivai  is  by  the  clause  Trpo  iravrwv  t3>v 
TTouj^drfav  placed  beyond  all  time ;  the  yein^aa-Oai,  on  the  con- 
trary, although  it  has  a  share  in  this  clause  is,  by  the  addi- 
tional indication  of  time,  ore  ripf  apyjiv  Si  avrov  Tcavra  etcTicre, 
placed  so  nearly  contemporary  with  the  creation  of  the  world, 
that  it  approaches  time  itself.''  Accordingly  he  thinks  that 
aweivai  is  applied  to  the  Logos  as  an  impersonal  attribute  of 
God,  and  that  its  coming  forth  as  an  hypostasis  or  person, 
described  by  yevvco/jLeifo^,  is  represented  as  taking  place  at  the 
epoch  of  the  creation.^  To  this  interpretation  there  are  several 
serious  objections.  The  word  "<rwtiv"  as  Dr  Donaldson  re- 
marks,^ "is  not  the  proper  word  for  an  attribute,  ivwv  or 
irpocrwv  being  the  words  used  for  it ;  <ruv€ifii  implies  '  existence 
along  with,'  and  therefore  separate,  distinct  existence."  Again, 
to  make  the  generation  of  the  Logos  contemporaneous  with 
the  creation,  is  in  complete  contradiction  of  Justin's  view. 
Semisch,  being  quite  aware  of  this,  has  to  regard  the  events  as 

*  Apol^  iL  c  6.  *  Dial.^  c  62, 

*  Juriin  Mofrtyr^  etc.,  ii.  pp.  181  ioq.  ^  P.  222. 
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"  nearly  contemporary " ;  but  the  passage  either  makes  them 
absolutely  contemporary,  or  says  nothing  whatever  on  the 
subject.  And  lastly,  there  is  nothing  in  the  structure  of  the 
words  to  suggest  the  contrast  on  which  Semisch  dwells.  In 
the  Apology  it  is  impossible  to  justify  the  division  of  the  two 
expressions  of  time  between  the  two  participles;  and  in  the 
Dialogue  it  seems  perfectly  dear  that  it  was  the  yivvfu^Ot 
and  not  the  impersonal  attribute,  that  was  with  the  Father. 
Semisch,  however,  contends  that  on  any  other  interpretation 
of  the  passage  in  the  Apology,  yewwij^o^  ought  to  precede 
a-vvwv.  But,  we  may  add,  in  that  case  we  ought  to  have  the 
perfect  participle  instead  of  the  present  The  word,  as  it 
stands,  may  be  regarded  as  descriptive,  not  of  the  generation 
of  the  Logos  once  for  all,  but  of  his  permanent  nature;  and 
therefore  it  is  not  necessary  for  it  to  be  placed  first.  The 
subordinate  difficulty  which  its  use  in  this  manner  entails  is 
certainly  not  sufficient  to  outweigh  the  very  grave  objections 
to  Semisch's  view  which  have  been  already  indicated.  We 
must  therefore  seek  for  some  other  construction  of  the  pas- 
sage. Domer  wishes  to  escape  the  difficulty  which  it  presents 
by  substituting  on  for  ore}  But  besides  the  general  objection 
against  all  needless  resort  to  conjecture,  this  change  would 
reduce  the  clause  to  mere  tautology,  the  same  reason  for  the 
name  Christ  being  given  in  the  very  next  line.  Dr  Donald- 
son's suggestion  that  we  should  connect  the  clause  introduced 
by  ore  with  what  follows  instead  of  with  what  precedes, 
appears  to  me  to  afford  the  most  reasonable  solution  of  our 
problem.  This  clause  would  then  no  longer  seem  in  contra- 
diction to  the  previous  statement,  but  would  acquaint  us  with 
the  time  when  the  name  of  Christ  was  bestowed  upon  the 
Son.  It  would  thus  be  brought  into  its  natural  relations 
with  the  context ;  and  instead  of  appearing  like  a  superfluity 

iP.424. 
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flung  in  without  distinct  purpose,  would  make  an  important 
addition  to  the  sense  of  the  passage.  The  only  objection  that 
occurs  to  me  lies  in  the  use  of  the  present  Xeyerai  after  the 
aorists  eimcre  and  iKoafincre,  but  this  may  perhaps  be  suffi- 
ciently explained  by  the  permanence  of  the  title,  and  by  the 
want  of  literary  finish  in  Justin's  style. 

On  the  whole,  then,  the  evidence  before  us  warrants  this 
conclusion:  Justin  believed  that  the  Logos  existed  an  in- 
definite time  before  the  creation ;  but  nevertheless,  while  avoid- 
ing dogmatic  precision  in  his  statements,  he  ascribed  a  com- 
mencement to  his  personal  being.^ 

In  concluding  this  survey  of  the  doctrine  of  the  divine  Son- 
ship  of  the  Logos,  we  may  notice  the  title  which  is  applied  to 
him  in  conformity  with  it :  0eoy  Beov  vio^?  and  more  fully,  Qeov, 
To5  fiovov  KOi  ayewijrov  koi  iifipijTOv  deoS  vtov? 

We  come  now  to  the  work  of  the  Logos  previous  to  his 
incarnation.  The  Johannine  doctrine  may  be  stated  as  follows  : 
The  work  of  creation  was  effected  through  the  Logos.  He  was 
in  the  world,  giving  light  to  all  men ;  but  the  world  did  not 
know  him  or  receive  him.  Some,  however,  did  receive  him, 
and  to  them  he  gave  power  to  become  children  of  God.  All 
these  points  make  their  appearance  in  Justin,  and  the  work  of 
the  Logos  in  the  world  is  presented  with  elaborate  explanation 
and  with  amplitude  of  detail. 

The  whole  creation  was  made  through  the  agency  of  the 
Logos;  Sxrre  Xoytp  Oeov  .  .  .  yeyei/^crOo*  rov  iravra  Kwr/xov^ 
where  Xoyo;  is  most  probably  used  in  its  special  sense ;  rov 

^  It  is  instractive  to  compare  the  more  explicit  statement  of  Theophilns 
of  Antioch  :  "^xmv  oZv  6  94hs  rhv  kavrov  hiyv  Mid9rrw  ip  rots  tSUit  cwKdy 

XFOif  iy4rwri<r§w  aibrh^ 9ph  rmr  5\«r  (Ad,  AvioL^  ii.  lo)  ;  ritv  kiyop  rhv 

Ura  ZA  wun-hs  MidBtrw  hf  Kopii^  9cov.  .  .  •  dw^t  9l  ^tf^Aqo'cr  6  Bths  TCtri<rai 
Bca  i0ov\*^<raro,  rovrar  rhp  K&yo¥  iy4pmiw  wpo^oputiv  (i&ic{.,  C.  22).  Here  the 
separate  existence  of  the  Logos  dates  from  the  divine  purpoH  of  creation. 
With  his  view  Justin's  is  not  inconsistent. 

*  IHal.^  c  128.  5  Dial,^  c.  126.  *  AjpoU^  i.  c.  $9. 
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deov  Sia  Xoyoi;  rov  Kocrfiov  irwia'ai}  where  the  theological 
meaning  is  fixed  by  the  context;  and  81  avrov  iram-a  etcrure.^ 
There  is  here  no  room  for  advance  upon  the  view  contained  in 
the  Gospel 

The  work  of  the  Logos  in  the  world  is  described  with 
greater  fulness.  All  races  of  men  partook  of  him;  off  Toy 
yevoy  itvOpdTTfev  furecrxs,^  and  he  was  in  every  one :  o  ey  ttovti 
&v}  A  seed  of  the  Logos  was  innate  in  every  race :  to  efi^^vrov 
'iravTi  yivei  hvOpiirwv  cr'jrepfia  rov  \6yov^  But  even  phil- 
osophers could  attain  to  only  a  partial  discovery  and  contem- 
plation of  him :  Kara  Xoyov  jmepof  eipia-eaof  teal  Qwipia^?  They 
did  not  know  everything  of  his  [Travra  ra  rov  Xoyoi/]/  but 
saw  only  what  was  kindred  to  themselves:  airo  fiepov^  rov 
(Tirep/jLaTiKod  delov  \6yov  to  a-uyyevh  opw?  Some  men  lived 
with  the  Logos  [ot  /Acra  Xoyoi/  /8i«<rain-€y],and  were  Christians, 
even  though  they  were  supposed  by  their  contemporaries  to  be 
atheista  Such  among  the  Qreeks  were  Socrates  and  Hera- 
ditus,  and  similar  men,  and  among  the  barbarians  Abraham 
and  many  other&  But  those  who  lived  without  the  Logos 
were  enemies  of  Christ's,  and  murderers  of  those  who  lived 
with  him.^  Accordingly  the  Christians  themselves  were  men 
"  in  whom  the  seed  from  God,  the  Logos,  dwella"  ^  We  ought 
to  observe  that  the  liberal  view  of  Gentile  philosophy  is  not 
consistently  held  by  Justin;  for  he  elsewhere  advocates  the 
notion  that  the  philosophers  borrowed  their  "  seeds  of  truth  " 
from  the  Hebrew  propheta" 

*  ATpohy  L  c.  64.  *  ApoL^  ii  c  6.  *  AjpoL^  L  c.  46. 

*  Aj^l.y  iL  c.  10.  ^  A^,,  ii.  e.  8.  See  also  13. 

*  A^pd.^  ii.  c.  10.  ^  Ibid,  *  Apol^  ii.  c.  13. 
^  iipoZ.,  i.  c  46. 

^®  iljpoi.,  i.  c  32,  •Iicci  T^  waph,  rov  tfcov  ffwdpfut,  6  Kiyos.     Compare  with 
this  I  John  iii.  9,  cfipiut,  ahr9v  iv  a6r^  /A^rci,  in  connection  with  John  v.  38, 
rhv  \^w  ainov  oIk  tx*r4  fkhwra  iv  i/iuf,  from  which  I  cannot  help  thinking 
thatJostin'B  ezpiesaion  is  derived. 
"  Apoly  i.  c.  44. 
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The  Logos  played  an  important  port  in  the  history  of  the 
Israelites.  This  subject  is  only  once  touched  upon  in  the 
Gospel,  in  the  obscure  words, "  Abraham  rejoiced  to  see  my 
day ;  and  he  saw  it,  and  was  glad."  ^  The  appearance  to  Abra- 
ham is  treated  at  great  length  by  Justin,'  and  is  alluded  to 
several  time&  He  is  also  said  to  have  appeared  to  Jacob,' 
to  Moses,^  to  Joshua,'^  to  the  other  patriarchs,^  and  to  the 
propheta^  He  was  the  king  and  lord  of  Samuel  and  Aaron 
and  Moses  and  of  all  the  others.^  It  was  he  who  shut  up 
Noah  in  the  ark,  and  came  down  to  view  the  tower  of  Babel* 
And  finally  it  was  he  who  led  the  Israelites  out  of  Egypt.^^ 

We  see,  then,  that  in  regard  to  the  work  of  the  pre-existent 
Logos,  both  the  dear  doctrine  and  the  obscure  intimation  of 
the  Fourth  Gospel  are  unfolded  with  greater  amplification  and 
precision  by  Justin.  The  philosopher,  who  may  have  been 
versed  in  the  writings  of  Philo,  adds  the  philosophical 
comment  which  the  Gospel  suggests,  but  does  not  supply. 

We  have  now  reached  the  point  where  the  Jewish- Alexan- 
drine and  the  Christian  doctrines  of  the  Logos  definitely  part 
company,  namely,  the  incarnation.  The  whole  of  the  Johannine 
doctrine  is  contained  in  the  few  words,  **  The  Logos  became  flesh, 
and  tabernacled  among  us,"  ^^  and  we  are  not  told  how  or  when 
he  became  incarnate,  or  whether  he  dwelt  in  the  human  body  as 
its  animating  soul,  or  was  in  mysterious  union  with  a  complete 
man.  Here  again  Justin,  though  not  quite  distinct  in  every 
particular,  largely  supplements  the  deficiencies  of  the  Gk)6peL 

Christ,  in  contradistinction  from  the  philosophers,  who  had 
only  a  portion  of  the  disseminated  Logos,  was  himself  the 
whole  Logos : — rov  iravro^  Xoyov,  o  i<m  XpiflnroC."    The  term 

>  viii.  56.  ■  Dial.,  cc.  $6,  57.  •  Vial.,  c.  $8. 

*  Dial^ccs^jto.  Apol^U62B\.    ^  Dial  c  61.  ^  JMoZ.,  c.  115. 

^  Apol.^  i.  c.  63.  •  DicU^  c.  37.  •  DioZ.,  c.  127. 

w  DicU.,  c.  120.  "  i.  14.  "  'Apol.y  ii  c.  8. 
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Logos  does  not,  however,  describe  his  whole  personality.  This  is 
completed  only  by  the  union  of  the  divine  and  human  naturea 
Christ  is  deo^  xai  avdpimrog}  The  former  of  these  terms 
has  been  abready  considered.  That  the  latter  implies  a  real 
humanity,  exposed  to  the  same  kind  of  sufferings  as  all  men  have 
to  endure,  is  unequivocally  asserted: — av6pwiro9  o/noioiraOii^ 
iracriv,^ — aXffdwf  yeyovev  avOpttira^curnXtprruco^  TradS>v,^ — aXffiHf 
iraOnro^  aaSfHOTra^.*  The  two  natures  were  united  into  one 
person.  This  is  not,  indeed,  categorically  stated  by  Justin; 
but  it  is  implied  in  his  whole  treatment  of  the  subject,  and 
the  following  passage,  in  which  the  agony  in  Oethsemane 
is  ascribed  to  the  Son  of  Gkxl,  evidently  in  the  highest  sense 
of  that  term,  appears  conclusive : — ^this  occurred  "  that  we  may 
know  that  the  Father  has  wished  his  own  Son  to  be  truly  in- 
volved even  in  such  sufferings  on  our  account,  and  that  we  may 
not  say  that  he,  as  being  the  Son  of  Qod,  did  not  feel  the  things 
that  were  done  and  occurred  to  him."  ^  This  sentence,  though 
primarily  intended  to  assert  the  reality  of  Christ's  human 
nature  in  opposition  to  the  DocetsB,  would  entirely  lose  its 
force  if  Justin  could  have  admitted  the  supposition  that  the 
sufferings  of  the  body  were  felt  only  by  the  ivum,  and  did  not 
extend  themselves  to  the  incarnate  Logos.  This  complete 
incorporation  of  the  divine  Sonship  with  suffering  humanity 
is  well  expressed  in  Justin's  two  favourite  phrases,  avOpwiro^ 
yev6fi€if09  (or  variations  of  these  words)  ^  and  (rapKOiroiffieii? 
Whether  Justin  believed  that  the  humanity  of  Christ  included 
the  highest  as  well  as  the  lowest  elements  of  human  nature 
has  been  disputed.    In  one  passage  he   casually  describes 

*  DiaL^  c.  71.  '  DtaLi  c.  $7,  quoted  bj  Tryphon  from  Justin. 
»  iXoZ.,  c  98.  *  Dial^  c  99.  »  Dial^  c.  103. 

•  Apd^  i.  cc  5,  23  (twice),  32,  42,  50,  S3>  63  (twice) ;  AfoL,  ii  c  13 ; 
DtoL,  cc.  48,  57,  64,  67,  68  (twice),  76^  85,  100,  loi,  125  (twice). 

^  ApcH^  L  cc.  32,  66  (twice) ;  Dial^  cc.  45,  84,  87,  100.    Compare  t«v 
«'t*^T*«'o<4<ra<r0ai  avr^Pf  Dial^  c.  7a 
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Christ  as  consisting  of  xai  (rZfia  koi  \6yw  koi  yfnrx^v}  Accord- 
ing to  one  interpretation  of  these  words,  he  here  teaches  the 
doctrine  which  in  later  times  was  maintained  by  Apollinaris, 
that  in  the  triple  division  of  human  nature  into  a-A^a,  yfnjxvy 
and  voih  or  xi^/ua,  the  place  of  the  last  in  Christ  was  supplied 
by  the  Logoa  It  is  possible,  however,  that  Justin  uses  y^vxv 
in  a  wider  sense  as  comprehending  the  whole  of  the  vital  and 
mental  principle  in  man,  as  in  speaking  of  the  future  life  he 
is  content  with  a  reference  to  (rio/Aa  and  yfnrxri?  ^^d  as  Apol- 
linaris himself  allows  to  the  word  this  larger  significance  in 
one  of  the  surviving  fragments  of  his  writings.^  We  must 
not  omit  to  notice  that  the  Fourth  Gk)spel,  though  not  in  any 
doctrinal  passage,  ascribes  both  TcvevfAa^  and  yfn/xv^  ^  Christ. 
To  this,  however,  no  more  dogmatic  significance  can  be  attached 
than  to  Justin's  ascription  of  spirit  [xvaz/xa]  to  him  when  he 
says  that  he  gave  up  the  spirit  on  the  cross.^  On  the  whole, 
it  appears  to  me  most  probable,  in  the  absence  of  any  indubit- 
able statements  to  the  contrary,  that  Justin  quietly  assumed 
the  completeness  of  Christ's  humanity,  but  that  he  did  so 
without  a  conscious  rejection  of  the  particular  form  of  doctrine 
which  seated  the  Logos  in  the  place  of  the  human  vov^. 

On  the  question  how  and  when  the  incarnation  took  place, 
the  Fourth  Gospel  not  only,  as  I  have  said,  maintains  an 
absolute  silence,  but  allows  the  objection  of  the  Jews, — ''Is 
not  this  Jesus  the  son  of  Joseph,  whose  father  and  mother  we 
know  ?  " — ^to  pass  without  correction ;  and  it  gives  no  answer 
to  their  inquiry,  "  How  then  does  he  say,  I  have  come  down 
out  of  heaven  ? "  ^  If  the  writer  had  any  answer  except  that 
this  was  a  spiritual  mystery,  credible  to  those  who  had  tasted 


1  Apol.f  ii.  0.  10.  *  Apd,^  i.  c.  8. 
^  Quoted  by  QieseleT,  Kirchengeich.,  §  83,  note  3a 

*  li.  33,  xiiL  21,  xix.  30.  *  x.  15,  17. 

•  Dial^  c.  105.  '  vi.  42. 
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the  bread  of  life  that  came  down  from  heaven,  but  incompre- 
hensible to  others,  his  silence  is  most  difficult  to  explain. 
Justin,  however,  is  not  so  reticent.    The  incarnation  took  place 
by  means  of  the  miraculous  conception  and  the  birth  from  a 
virgin.     He  refers  to  this  subject  upwards  of  thirty  times; 
but  it  will  be  sufficient  for  our  purpose  to  notice    those 
passages  in  which  the  Logos  doctrine  and  the  birth  from 
a  virgin  are  brought  into  the  closest  connection.    This  is 
done  in  the  very  first  allusion  to  the  subject: — "When  we 
say  that  the  Logos,  which  is  the  first  o£bpring  of  Qod,  has 
been   begotten    without   intercourse,   namely,   Jesus    Christ 
our  teacher,"  etc.^    Again,  "  The  first  power  after  the  Father 
...  is  the  Logos;  and  in  what  way  he  being  made  flesh 
became  man   we  shall  tell   in   what  follows.  ...  He   was 
bom  through  a  virgin,  .  .  .  through  the  power  of  God."* 
''  .  .  .  a  Son  to  the  Father  of    the    universe,  who    being 
Logos  and  first-bom  of  Ood  is  also  Ood.  .  .  .  And  now  in 
the  times  of  your  empire  having  become  man  through  a  virgin 
according  to  the  counsel  of  the  Father,"  etc.'    So  in  the 
Dialogue: — ^"Through  a  virgin's  womb  the  first-bom  of  all 
created  things  being  made  flesh  became  truly  a  child."  ^    "  This 
Son  of  Qod  and  first-bom  of  all  creation,  bom  through  a 
virgin,  and  become  man,"  etc.'^    ''  You  say  that  he  pre-existed 
as  Qod,  and  that  according  to  the  counsel  of  Qod  having  been 
made  flesh  he  was  bom  as  man  through  the  virgin."  ^    "  He 
was  only-begotten  to  the  Father  of  the  universe,  having  sprung 
in  a  peculiar  manner  from  him  as  Logos  and  power,  and  after- 
wards having  become  man  through  the  virgin."  ^    In  one  pas- 
sage Justin  expresses  himself  difierently,  and  says  that  Jesus 
was  bom  *'  through  the  power  of  the  Logos  [Sia  iwafAma^  roS 

1  Apol^  L  c  21.        *  ApoLj  L  c  32.  ■  Apol^  i.  c  63. 

*  c.  84.  •  c.  85  ;  aee  ako  100.        •  Said  by  Tryphon,  c.  87. 

^  c.  105. 
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Xoyoi/X  .  .  .  through  a  virgin."  ^  But  this  simply  implies  that 
the  Logos,  as  the  agent  through  whom  the  Father  carried  on 
his  operations,  was  himself  active  in  the  miraculous  conception, 
and  is  therefore  not  inconsistent  with  the  other  statements. 

We  have  thus  compared  the  doctrines  of  the  Fourth  Gospel 
and  of  Justin  step  by  step,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  state- 
ment of  the  latter  is,  beyond  all  question,  in  a  more  developed 
form  than  that  of  the  Qospel.  Not  only  is  every  point  in  the 
Johannine  doctrine  contained  in  Justin's,  but  almost  every 
portion  of  it  is  presented  with  amplifications,  its  ambiguous 
statements  are  resolved  into  the  requisite  number  of  definite 
propositions,  and  questions  which  it  suggests,  but  does  not 
answer,  are  dogmatically  settled.  It  cannot  well  be  main- 
tained that  the  Gospel  represents  in  a  condensed  form  the 
same  phase  of  ecclesiastical  thought;  for  then  it  would  not 
exhibit  the  ambiguities  or  raise  the  unanswered  questions  to 
which  I  have  alluded,  or  omit  altogether  the  method  of  the 
incarnation.  In  short,  while  Justin's  doctrine  may  be  used 
as  a  commentary  on  the  Johannine,  the  latter  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  a  summary  of  the  former.  Whatever,  therefore, 
may  be  the  date  of  the  Gospel,  it  represents  an  earlier  stage 
of  ecclesiastical  dogma. 

Most  striking  is  the  way  in  which  Justin  brings  the  synop- 
tical tradition  of  the  miraculous  birth  into  connection  with 
the  Logos  doctrine.  Here  the  phenomena  are  precisely  what 
we  should  expect  if  it  was  thought  necessary  to  harmonize 
the  Fourth  Gospel  with  the  Synoptics ;  and  if  we  arrange  the 
three  views,  miraculous  birth  without  Logos  doctrine.  Logos 
doctrine  without  miraculous  birth,  and  Logos  doctrine  along 
with  miraculous  birth,  and  remember  that  the  last  is  the  per- 
manent ecclesiastical  dogma,  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible 
to  believe  that  the  middle  one,  the  Johannine,  is  the  latest  of 

^  ApoU,  i.  c  46. 
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the  three,  or  that  a  Gospel  oontaining  it  was  likely  either  to 
be  written  or  to  force  its  way  into  universal  aoeeptance  as  an 
apostolic  work  at  a  time  when  the  enduring  dogma  of  the 
Church  had  been  already  f  ormolated.  All  difficulty  yanishes 
if  we  suppose  that  the  beliefs  exhibited  respectively  by  the 
Synoptics  and  the  Fourth  (}ospel  existed  at  first  in  their  da- 
tached  form,  and  then,  on  account  of  the  authority  of  the 
writings  in  which  they  appeared,  were  held  to  be  equally 
binding  on  the  faith  of  Christendom,  and  were  harmonized 
accordingly. 

We  may  notice  here,  as  illustrating  the  relation  of  ecdesifts- 
tical  writers  to  the  Scriptures,  an  apparent  contradiction 
between  Justin  and  John,  which  is  pointed  out  by  Dr  Abbott  ^ 
as  an  objection  to  the  view  here  put  forward.  The  former 
says  that  to  the  Father  of  all,  as  being  unbegotten,  no  name 
(oj/oita)  is  given,'  whereas  the  latter  says  that  Christ  mani- 
fested Qod's  name  to  his  disciples.*  Here  there  is  indeed  a 
verbal  contradiction,  but  surely  none  in  meaning.  Are  we  to 
suppose  that  Justin  was  ignorant  of,  or  rejected,  also  the 
Lord's  prayer?  It  is  obvious  that  by  ovofia  he  means  a 
proper  name,  like  Peter  or  FauL  For  he  says  that  "  Father 
and  Qod  and  Creator  and  Lord  and  Sovereign  are  not  ovofAora 
but  irpo9'p^tv€iqy  John  also  gives  no  proper  nama  It  is 
clear  that  by  ovofia  he  refers  to  a  word  descriptive  of  the 
essential  nature  and  character  of  God;  and  that  word  is 
manip.  Justin's,  which  was  the  common  philosophical  view, 
was  held  by  later  writers,  whose  knowledge  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel  will  not  be  called  in  question.  The  martyr  Attains 
declared  6  6eo9  ovofia  ovk  ex^i  io^  avdpaoTro^^  Theophilus  of 
Antioch  teaches  the  same  lesson  when  he  says  to  etSo^  roS 
deov    afipffrov    koi    ipeK^pourrov   iairip,  and  almost  verbally 

*  Eneyd.  BibLy  ii.  1836.  *  Apol,,  ii.  6.  '  xviL  6,  12,  26. 

^  In  the  Letter  from  Lyons  and  Yienne,  Eusebinn,  HI  J?.,  v.  i. 
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contradicts  John  L  18  when  he  says  that  God  is  oyejc^ufyirrof.^ 
Clement  of  Alexandria  gives  the  philosophical  explanation 
when,  having  pronounced  God  to  be  avmvofAavrop,  be  declares 
of  such  expressions  as  Father,  or  God,  or  Lord,  ovx  ^09  oyofia 
avToG  wpoo^pofieyoi  Xeyofieif,  inro  Si  airopta^  opofiaa-i  /caXoif 
irpoaxp^f^a,  %*  Sxo  i  SiaifOKi,  ixii  irepi  aXXa  irXaiw/jJv^, 
ivtpeHecrQai  ravroi^^  Lactantius  teaches  the  same  doctrine^ 
quoting  Trismegistus  in  its  support'  The  simple  fact  is  that 
no  acceptance  of  revelation  could  stop  the  onward  flow  of 
philosophical  speculation,  and  writers  who  undoubtedly 
accepted  the  divine  authority  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  surround 
its  thoughts  with  a  vast  mass  of  philosophical  language  and 
doctrine,  which  is  entirely  foreign  to  the  Gospel  itself.  A 
useful  example  is  furnished  by  Theophilus  of  Antioch. 
Critics  might  prove  to  their  entire  satisfaction  that  he  could 
not  have  known  the  Fourth  Gospel,  were  it  not  that  in  a 
single  paaaage  he  happens  to  quote  the  Gospel  under  the 
name  of  John,  after  stating  his  Logos  doctrine  in  most 
un- Johannine  language.^ 

So  far  our  examination  of  Justin's  doctrine  has  not  furnished 
immediate  evidence  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  Gospel 
Its  value  in  this  direction  has  been  chiefly  negative.  It  has 
removed  the  objection  that  Justin's  doctrine  belongs  to  an 
earlier  period  than  the  Johannine,  and  shown  that  it  really 
represents  a  later  phase  of  development;  and  to  this  extent  it 
favours  the  hypothesis  that  the  Gospel  is  the  earlier  composition. 
There  are,  however,  certain  features  in  Justin's  way  of  unfold- 
ing his  subject  which  afford  some  positive  evidence,— evidence, 
indeed,  of  a  delicate  character,  and  not  placed  beyond  the  reach 

1  Ad  Autol^  i.  3.  *  Strom,  v.  12,  p.  695.     Potter. 

>  Itut,  Di/o,y  i  6.     The  above  are  referred  to  in  the  note  in  Heinichen's 
Emebiofl. 
*  Ad  Autd,,  ii.  22. 
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of  doubt,  but  valoable  to  the  really  critical  mind,  which  is  con- 
tent patiently  to  weigh  probabilities,  and  does  not  impetuously 
thrust  aside  as  worthless  every  argument  which  falls  short  of 
demonstration.    To  these  we  must  now  address  ourselves. 

It  seems  most  probable  that  some  evangelical  document 
esteemed  authoritative  by  Christians  contained  a  doctrine  of 
the  Logos  which  Justin  believed  to  be  substantially  identical 
with  his  own.  In  the  absence  of  express  quotation,  and  with 
our  author's  want  of  strictness  and  accuracy  in  the  use  of 
language,  there  is  room  for  uncertainty;  but  the  following 
indications  point  in  this  direction. 

Justin  apparently  assumes  throughout  that  he  is  defending, 
not  some  new  opinions  of  his  own,  but  the  faith  of  the  great 
body  of  Christian  believers.  He  candidly  admits  that ''  some  " 
did  not  entertain  the  same  opinion  as  himself  in  regard  to  the 
divine  nature  of  Christ;  but  this  word  " some "  implies  that 
the  majority  of  Christians  were  on  his  side.  He  adds :  ''  With 
these  I  do  not  agree;  nor  should  I  even  if  most  who  thought 
as  I  do  [that  is,  most  Christians]  should  affirm  it  [Christ's 
natural  human  descent],  since  we  have  been  ordered  by  Christ 
himself  not  to  believe  human  doctrines,  but  those  which  were 
preached  through  the  blessed  prophets  and  were  taught  through 
him."  ^  Here  again  it  is  clearly  implied  that  Justin,  in  his  own 
conception,  represented  the  opinion  of  "  most" 

Further,  it  is  evident  from  the  last  quotation,  unless  its 
solemn  appeal  is  quite  irrelevant,  that  he  supported  his  doc- 
trine of  the  supernatural  sonship  of  Jesus  by  the  authority 
of  the  Master  himself;  and  therefore  there  must  have  been 
some  evangelical  document  which  put  into  the  mouth  of 
Christ  some  statements  in  regard  to  his  own  divine  and  pre- 
existent  nature.  This  document  can  hardly  have  been  one  of 
the  Synoptics;  for  the  simple  title  ''Son  of  Qod"  would  not, 

1  Dial,,  c.  48. 
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according  to  Justin's  own  admission/  have  been  sufficient  to 
establish  his  conclusion,  and  we  cannot  well  suppose  that  this 
title  was  rejected  by  the  party  who  maintained  the  simple 
humanity  of  Jesus.  But  discourses  similar  to  some  of  those 
in  the  Fourth  Qospel  would  have  supplied  him  with  the  needed 
element  in  Christ's  teaching.  This  casual  allusion  is  of  con- 
siderable importance,  because  Justin  nowhere  quotes  any 
words  of  Christ's  in  support  of  his  position,  and  from  this 
fact  it  has  been  inferred  that  he  knew  of  none  to  quote.  Here, 
however,  unless  his  language  is  strangely  irrelevant,  he  implies 
that  he  was  ready  on  occasion  to  appeal  to  Christ's  teaching 
in  opposition  to  some  of  his  fellow-Christians ;  and  the  reason- 
able conclusion  seems  to  be,  that  he  fails  to  quote  that  teaching 
because  it  would  not  help  an  argument  which  was  intended 
to  establish  the  truth  of  Christianity  against  unbelievers,  and 
not  to  maintain  the  correctness  of  a  particular  conception  of 
Christianity  against  those  who  admitted  the  authority  of 
the  same  Christian  documenta  In  fact,  critics  expect  from 
Justin's  Apdogiea  what  they  have  no  right  to  expect  except 
from  his  lost  works  against  heretics. 

We  are  not,  however,  without  direct  evidence  that  Justin 
spoke  as  a  representative  of  his  fellow-Christiana  We  find, 
for  instance,  the  following  passage : — "  When  we  say  [tw  .  .  . 
4>d(rK€iv  m^f]  that  the  Logos,  which  is  the  offitpring  of  God,  has 
been  begotten  without  intercourse,  Jesus  Christ  our  teacher, 
and  that  behaving  been  crucified,  and  having  died  and  risen 
again,  ascended  into  heaven,"  etc.^  That  this  "  we  "  is  not  the 
mere  plural  of  authorship  is  evident  from  the  previous  chapter, 
where  he  obviously  speaks  in  the  name  of  Christians,  asking, — 
"  If  we  say  some  things  similarly  to  poets  and  philosophers, 
.  .  .  why  are  we  unjustly  hated  beyond  all  men  ? "  In  another 
place  he  says, — **  We  have  been  taught  [iSiSdxdm^v],  and  de- 
1  ApoL,  i.  c.  22.  ^  Apd.y  i.  c  21. 
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dared  before,  that  Christ  is  the  first-bom  of  Qod,  being  the 
Logos,  of  which  the  whole  race  of  men  partook."  ^  Here  the 
derivative  character  of  his  Logos  doctrine  is  unequivocally 
asserted — asserted,  too,  in  combination  with  one  of  the  most 
remarkable  ideas  of  the  Fourth  Gospel. 

In  this  connection  we  must  notice  the  following  passage : — 
"  For  that  he  was  only-begotten  [MovayeyiisY^P  *r*  W  ^  ^^^ 
Father  of  the  universe,  being  sprung  in  a  peculiar  manner 
from  him  as  Logos  and  power  [Svva/M^],  and  afterwards  having 
become  man  through  the  virgin  [avOfiwroi  .  .  .  yevo/ucvo^X  ^  ^® 
learned  from  the  memoirs,  I  declared  before." '    The  natural 
inference  from  this  passage,  taken  in  connection  with  the 
previous  probabilities,  is,  that  Justin  found  the  titles  /ioi/oyevi^ 
and  Xoyof  applied  to  Christ  in  one  of  his  Gospels.    The  clause, 
'*  as  we  learned  from  the  memoirs,"  might  possibly  refer  only  to 
the  birth  from  a  virgin ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  structure 
of  the  passage  to  suggest  such  a  limitation;  and  even  if  we  admit 
it,  still  av0p(&7ro9  yevo/uLevo^  points  to  the  Fourth  Gospel  rather 
than  the  Synoptics.     We  must,  however,  take  a  wider  survey; 
and  I  think  that  a  careful  consideration  of  the  context  in  the 
midst  of  which  this  sentence  occurs,  tends  to  prove  that  the 
word  iJLOvoyevijs  was  applied  to  Christ  in  the  memoirs.    The  pas- 
sage is  part  of  a  very  long  comparison  which  Justin  institutes 
between  the  twenty-second  Psalm  and  the  recorded  events  of 
Christ's  life.     For  the  purposes  of  this  comparison  he  refers  to 
or  quotes  "the  Gospel"  oace,  and  ''the  memoirs"  ten  times, 
and  farther  refers  to  the  latter  three  times  in  the  observa- 
tions which  immediately  follow.    This  is  the  only  place  in 
the  Dialogue  where  ''  the  memoirs  "  are  mentioned.    They  are 
appealed  to  here  because  they  furnish  the  successive  steps  of 
the  proof  by  which  the  Psahn  is  shown  to  be  prophetic.    Though 
the  argument  occasionally  rambles,  its  main  purpose  is  never 
1  Apol^  I  c.  46.  '  DiaLf  e.  105. 
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forgotten,  and  the  proofs  from  the  memoirs  are  all  in  point 
We  are  therefore  famished  with  a  role  by  which  to  judge  of 
the  passage  before  na  The  memoirs  must  in  this  case  also 
have  contained  something  which  indicated  the  prophetic  char- 
acter of  the  Psalm.  What,  then,  are  the  words  in  the  Psalm 
which  have  to  be  illustrated? — ^''Bot  thou,  0  Lord,  remove 
not  thy  help  far  from  me ;  attend  unto  my  succour.  Deliver 
my  soul  from  the  sword,  and  my  only-begotten  [riiv  fiovayevtj 
fAov]  from  the  hand  of  the  dog.  Save  me  from  the  mouth  of 
the  lion,  and  my  humiliation  from  the  horns  of  unicoma" 
These  words,  it  is  added,  "*  are  again  in  a  similar  way  a  teach- 
ing and  prophecy  of  the  things  that  belong  to  him  [t£v  ovtwv 
avTtt*]  and  were  going  to  happen.  For  that  he  was  only-be- 
gotten,'' etc  There  is  here  no  ground  of  comparison  whatever 
exeept  in  the  word  /ioyoyei^f.  Whether  we  adopt  or  not  the 
eoDJecture  of  Maranus^  that  Justin  read  in  the  Psalm,  roi/ 
fiovcyevTi  <rov,  it  is  evident  that  he  understood  jULovoyevfj  as 
referring  to  Christ;  and  accordingly  he  places  the  same  word 
emphatically  at  the  beginning  of  the  sentence  in  which  he 
proves  the  reference  of  this  part  of  the  Psalm  to  Jesus.  For 
the  same  reason  he  refers  not  only  to  events,  but  to  ra  ovra 
aurqi.  These  are  taken  up  first  in  the  nature  and  title  of 
fjioyoyepiii,  which  immediately  suggests  Xoyo^and  Svyajun^y  while 
the  events  are  introduced  and  discussed  afterwarda  The  allu- 
sion here  to  the  birth  through  the  virgin  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  quotation  from  the  Old  Testament,  and  is  probably 
introduced  simply  to  show  how  Christ,  although  the  only-be- 
gotten and  Logos,  was  nevertheless  a  man.  If  the  argument 
were, — ^These  words  allude  to  Christ,  because  the  memoirs  tell 
us  that  he  was  bom  from  a  virgin, — ^it  would  be  utterly  in- 
coherent. If  it  were, — ^These  words  allude  to  Christ,  because 
the  memoirs  say  that  he  was  the  only-begotten, — ^it  would  be 

1  See  Otto's  note. 
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perfectly  valid  from  Justin's  point  of  view.  It  would  not, 
however,  be  suitable  for  a  Jew,  for  whom  the  fact  that  Christ 
was  fiovoy€ink>  i^ot  being  an  historical  event,  had  to  rest  upon 
other  authority,  and  therefore  Justin,  changing  his  usual  form, 
says  that  he  has  already  explained  to  him  a  doctrine  which 
the  Christians  learned  from  the  memoirs.  It  appears  to  me, 
then,  most  probable  that  the  peculiar  Johannine  title  /ioyoyeio^ 
existed  in  the  Gospels  used  by  Justin. 

It  is  alleged,  however,  that  even  if  we  grant  that  the  clause 
about  the  memoirs  applies  to  the  whole  sentence,  and  not 
merely  to  the  words  immediately  preceding,  still  the  previous 
statement  in  c  lOO,  to  which  Justin  refers,  completely  disposes 
of  the  apparent  allusion  to  the  Fourth  Qospel.  It  is  there 
asserted  that  on  account  of  his  exposure  to  dishonour  and 
suffering,  Christ  called  himself  the  Son  of  Man,  and  that  he  gave 
Simon  the  surname  of  Peter  for  having  by  the  revelation  of  the 
Father  recognized  him  as  the  Son  of  God.  In  evidence  of  the 
first  statement  a  passage  is  quoted : — "  The  Son  of  Man  must 
suffer  many  things,"  etc  The  confession  of  Peter  is  men- 
tioned, but  not  formally  quoted ;  and  Justin  then  proceeds : — 
**  Having  it  written  in  the  memoirs  of  his  Apostles  that  he  is 
the  Son  of  God,  and  calling  him  Son,  we  have  understood 
that  he  is  so  [veyo^Ka/iey  om-a],  and  that  he  came  forth  before 
all  created  thmgs  from  the  Father  by  his  power  and  will, 
who  also  has  been  called  in  the  words  of  the  Prophets  in 
various  ways  both  wisdom  and  day  and  dawn  and  sword  and 
stone  and  staff  and  Jacob  and  Israel,  and  [we  have  understood] 
that  he  became  man  through  the  virgin."  On  this  passage 
Thoma  remarks  that  Justin  can  allege  only  Matt.  xvi.  i6 
from  the  memoirs  in  proof  of  the  divine  sonship  of  Christ.^ 
Now  Justin  is  not  professing  to  give  a  list  of  passages  where 

1  Juitini  UterariKhst  VerhMniti  sm  Paului  u,  mtm  Jchannei-Bvang., 
ii.  p.  552,  in  the  ZeiUehr,  fur  Vfia,  Tkeol^  1875. 
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Jesns  is  called  the  Son  of  Qod.  If  so,  he  would  have  cited 
Luke  i  35,  which  he  quotes  for  a  different  purpose  a  little 
farther  on.  For  each  of  the  titles  which  he  mentions  he 
selects  but  one  illustrative  statement.  For  the  designation 
''Son  of  Man"  he  naturally  chooses  one  connected  with 
Christ's  suffering  and  death.  For  the  other  he  adopts  one  in 
which  Christ's  own  approval  of  the  title  is  most  emphatically 
marked,  and  in  which  the  recognition  of  his  higher  nature  is 
ascribed  to  a  revelation  from  God ;  and  I  know  not  that  one 
more  suited  to  the  purpose  could  be  found  even  in  the  Fourth 
OoepeL  This  argument  from  silence,  therefore,  has  no  weight. 
Thoma  says  further  in  relation  to  this  passage,  that  that  in 
which  Justin  agrees  with  John  he  has  not  found  written,  but 
has  vmderstood}  namely  from  the  prophetical  writings.  But, 
in  the  first  place,  the  Logos  does  not  appear  by  name  in  this 
passage  at  all.  In  the  second  place,  Justin  does  not  say  that 
he  has  understood  anything  from  the  Propheta  In  the  third 
place,  Thoma's  distinction  is  artificial,  and  in  part  founded  on 
a  mistranslation.  He  omits  ovra  in  his  rendering.  If  this  be 
retained,  the  first  thing  which  Justin  says  that  he  v/nderdood 
is  the  very  thing  that  he  has  just  said  was  vyriMefa ;  and  more- 
over the  assertion  about  the  birth  through  the  virgin,  which 
was  contained  in  the  memoirs,  is  also  only  vmderstood.  But, 
Thoma  proceeds,  h/yw  these  things  were  understood  is  expressly 
declared,  '"for,'  says  Justin  immediately  before,  'as  he  promised 
in  the  Gospel  (Matt,  xi  27)  he  has  revealed  to  us  everything 
which  we  have  understood  from  the  Scriptures  (of  the  Old 
Testament)  through  his  grace,  while  we  recognize  him  as 
first-bom  of  God  before  all  creatures.' "  Now  here  Thoma 
has  conveniently  omitted  a  koI.  Justin  really  says,  "  He  re- 
vealed to  us  therefore  all  things,  as  many  as  we  have  under- 
stood also  from  the  Scriptures  through  his  grace."  In  other 
1  **  Erkannt " ;  but  I  retain  my  trandation  of  rffro4«cMicr. 
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words,  Justin  believed  that  he  had  learned  his  doetrines  on 
distinct  Christian  authority  which  went  back  to  Christ  himself  » 
although  he  likewise  found  proofs  of  them  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment Thoma  also  remarks  upon  the  fact  that  in  the  later  of 
the  two  passages  (c  105)  the  wcnrds  are  not,  **  as  we  read  in  the 
memoirs/'  but,  "  as  we  learned  *'  from  them,  as  though  what  is 
learned  were  only  a  matter  of  inference.  In  reply  to  so 
strange  a  criticism  we  need  only  ask.  Did  Justin  merely  infer 
that  Jesus  uttered  the  words,  '*  Father,  into  thy  hands  I  com- 
mend my  spirit,"  since  he  only  learned  [e/xaOov]  the  fact  from 
the  memoirs  ?  ^  Or  did  he  intend  the  emperor  merely  to  infer 
[Svvafrde  /jiaOeiv]  the  events  at  the  erudfizion  from  the  Acts 
of  Pilate,'  or  that  the  ruler  of  the  demons  was  called  Satan 
from  the  Christian  writings?'  We  cannot,  therefore,  accept 
Thoma's  conclusion  that  Justin's  whole  Christology  is  simply 
developed  from  the  confession  of  Peter;  for  on  examination 
it  proves  to  be  a  groundless  hypothesia  On  the  other  hand, 
we  have  to  remark,  in  comparing  the  earlier  and  later  passages 
on  which  we  have  been  commenting,  that  the  former  has  an 
express  reference  to  the  Prophets  as  the  warrant  for  a  number 
of  epithets  which  are  not  in  the  Gospels,  and  for  nothing  else ; 
and  that  in  the  latter  there  is  no  reference  to  the  Prophets, 
and  there  is  no  statement  which  is  not  contained  either  ex- 
pressly or  by  evident  implication  in  our  present  Gospels.  It 
is  also  a  mere  assumption  that  Justin  refers  by  his  nrpoeS^wa-a 
to  the  passage  in  chapter  100,  in  which  the  Logos  is  not  men- 
tioned, and  in  which  there  is  nothing  to  imply  the  idea  expressed 
here,  and  here  only,  by  fiovoyevn^-  Why  should  we  not  rather 
have  recourse  to  c  61,  in  which  the  Logos,  accompanied  as  here 
by  the  name  Sivafm,  is  mentioned  for  the  first  tame,  and  to  other 
passages  in  which  similar  views  are  unfolded  ?  I  think,  there- 
fore, it  is  not  wholly  unreasonable  to  believe  that  Justin  in- 
*  Duii.,  c  105.  "  ilpoj.,  i.  cc  35,  48.  »  Apol^  i.  c.  28. 
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tended  to  assert  the  existence  of  his  Logos  doctrine  in  the 
memoirs,  and  that  he  did  not  consider  it  a  mere  inference  from 
the  confession  of  Peter,  to  which  there  is  no  allusion  whatever 
in  the  sentence  under  examination. 

FnHn  all  these  considerations  I  cannot  but  deem  it  highly 
pcobable  that  Justin  had  an  authoritative  Christian  source 
for  his  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  and  probable,  though  perhaps 
not  in  such  a  high  degree,  that  this  source  was  one  of  the 
memoirs. 

There  is  one  other  point  of  some  importance.  The  source 
from  which  the  Logos  doctrine  was  drawn  did  not  contain  an 
account  of  the  miraculous  birth.  This  is  proved  not  only 
by  the  absence  of  all  allusion  to  such  an  account,  while  the 
synoptic  narrative  is  fully  referred  to  and  quoted,  but  from  the 
fact  that  the  Logos  is  brought  into  this  connection  only  by 
a  process  of  inference,  identif3dng  him  with  the  Spirit  which 
overshadowed  Mary.  ''  The  Spirit,  then,  and  the  Power  from 
Qod/'  it  is  said,  in  reference  to  the  narrative  in  Luke,  '*  it  is 
impious  to  suppose  to  be  anything  else  but  the  Logos."  ^  This 
is  in  significant  agreement  with  our  Fourth  Qospel,  and 
betrays  the  process  by  which  Justin  harmonized  its  doctrine 
with  that  of  the  Synoptics. 

Now  when  we  remember  that  Justin's  doctrine  of  the  Logos 
18  a  developed  form  of  the  Johannine,  that  it  harmonizes  the 
Johannine  doctrine  with  that  of  the  Synoptics,  that  this  har- 
monizing is  the  only  impressive  feature  which  it  adds  to  the 
Johannine,  that  probably  it  rested  on  the  authority  of  some 
evangelical  source,  and  that  this  source  probably  did  not 

^  ApoLf  i  e.  33.  It  isisignificant  ako  that  in  DtoL^  c  100,  where  he  drawa 
a  panllel  between  Eve  and  Mary,  he  says  that  Ere  eonceiyed  the  Logos 
from  the  serpent,  and  brought  forth  disobedience  and  death ;  but  in  the 
eaae  of  Mary  he  contents  himself  with  referring  to  the  narrative  contained 
in  Lnke,  and  does  not  yentore  to  say  in  express  terms  that  she  conceived 
the  Logos  of  God. 
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contain  an  account  of  the  miracolous  birth,  and  further  that 
we  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  such  a  source  ever  existed 
except  the  Fourth  Qoepel,  we  can  hardly  help  concluding 
that  Justin  must  have  been  acquainted  with  that  (Jospel, 
and  have  relied  upon  it  as  a  basis  of  Christian  dogmatics. 

We  must  next  consider  the  language  in  which  the  doctrine 
of  our  apologist  is  expressed,  and  how  far  it  coincides  with 
that  of  the  QospeL  As  he  nowhere  quotes  the  proem  of  the 
€k)6pel,  it  might  be  supposed  either  that  he  has  on  inde- 
pendent grounds  adapted  the  doctrine  of  Philo  to  Christianity, 
or  that  he  has  embraced  ideas  which  were  indeed  current 
among  Christians,  but  were  not  yet  incorporated  in  any  autho- 
ritative writing.  If  our  previous  judgment  has  been  correct, 
neither  of  these  suppositions  can  be  accepted.  We  have  seen 
reason  to  believe  that  he  had  a  written  Christian  source ;  and 
whatever  this  may  have  been,  he  has  nowhere  professedly 
quoted  it.  This  fact  need  occasion  no  difficulty ;  for  though, 
for  various  purposes,  he  repeatedly  quotes  his  Gospels,  he  is 
also  fond  of  employing  his  own  language  to  describe  the  facts 
and  doctrines  recorded  in  them,  and  it  is  not  his  habit  to 
state  in  the  form  of  an  evangelical  quotation  a  doctrine  which 
he  wishes  to  prove,  and  then  proceed  to  his  demonstration. 
Rather  is  it  his  custom  to  present  the  Christian  dogmas  in 
his  own  style,  or  sometimes  indeed  in  words  which  remind 
one  of  the  consecutive  clauses  of  a  creed.^  In  regard  to  the 
proem  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  supposing  him  to  have  had  it  be- 

1  Take  as  an  example  the  following,  which  may  have  been  a  fonnula 
of  exorcism :  "  For  by  the  name  of  this  very  Son  of  Qod,  both  first-bom 
of  all  creation,  and  bom  through  a  virgin,  and  become  man  liable  to 
Buffering,  and  crucified  under  PontiuB  Pilate  by  your  people,  and  having 
died,  and  risen  from  the  dead,  and  ascended  into  heaven,  every  demon 
being  exorcised  is  overcome  and  brought  into  subjection"  [Dial.f  c.  85] ; 
or  this :  "  Whom  also  we  recognized  as  Christ  the  Son  of  Qod,  cmcified 
and  risen  and  ascended  into  the  heavens,  and  to  come  again  as  judge  of  all 
men  without  exception  down  to  Adam  himself"  [Dial^  c.  132]. 
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fore  him,  two  causes  may  have  operated  to  prevent  him  from 
quoting  it.  That  proem,  as  we  have  seen,  is  not  so  explicit 
as  to  betray  its  full  meaning  to  every  casual  reader.  Justin's 
doctrine  stands  to  it  in  the  relation  of  a  commentary,  and 
nothing  could  be  more  natural  than  that  in  apologies  addressed 
to  persons  who  did  not  admit  the  authority  of  the  Gospels  he 
should  present  his  commentary  without  the  text.  The  proem, 
moreover,  does  not  form  a  part  of  the  evangelical  history,  and 
does  not  repeat  the  words  of  Christ  himself :  and  as  it  is  no 
part  of  Justin's  plan  to  establish  the  dogmatic  authority  of  the 
Apostles,  he  only  follows  his  usual  practice  in  failing  to  appeal 
to  it.  In  one  place  he  apologizes  for  citing  even  Christ's 
words: — ^*'For  since,  Tryphon,  you  read,  as  you  yourself 
acknowledged,  the  things  taught  by  that  Saviour  of  ours,  I  do 
not  think  that  I  have  acted  strangely  in  mentioning  also  brief 
oracles  of  his  in  addition  to  those  of  the  Prophets."^  One 
other  consideration  remains.  We  know  that  Justin  made  use 
of  the  Apocalypse,  and  ascribed  it  to  the  Apostle  John.'  He 
expressly  refers  to  this  work  as  containing  the  doctrine  of 
the  millennium;  yet  he  does  not  quote  it,  but  immediately 
cites  a  saying  of  Christ's  instead.  Notwithstanding  his  belief 
in  its  apostolical  origin,  and  his  acceptance  of  it  as  a  real 
revelation,  he  nowhere  else  refers  to  it  and  never  quotes  it ; 
and  were  it  not  for  this  one  casual  allusion,  there  would  be 
nothing  to  show  that  he  had  ever  heard  of  it.  From  this 
example  we  may  learn  how  very  fallacious  are  arguments  built 
upon  the  absence  of  evidence.  But  what  I  wish  chiefly  to 
notice  is  this :  the  Apocalypse  contains  the  very  title  which 
Justin  wanted  as  a  basis  for  his  dogma,— -icaXefrai  to  ovofia 
avToS,  '0  \6y09  Tov  Oeov}  Whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of 
the  modem  interpreter,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  Justin 
would  have  explained  this  title  in  its  metaphysical  sense.  We 
»  Dia.  c.  18.  "  Dial.9  c  81.  »  xix.  13. 
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liave>  therefore,  direct  and  positive  proof  that  he  had  one  Logos 
sooxoe,  which  he  attributed  to  the  Apostle  John,  and  which 
nevertheless  he  neglects  to  quote.  From  the  foregoing  con- 
siderations we  are  justified  in  concluding  that  the  argument 
against  the  use  of  the  proem  from  the  failure  to  cite  it  is 
destitute  of  force.  \ 

It  remains,  then,  for  us  to  inquire  whether  Justin's  language 
is  sufficiently  near  to  that  of  the  Gospel  to  be  regarded  as  the 
language  of  a  man  who  sought  to  express  the  doctrine  of  the 
proem  in  his  own  words,  and  in  a  way  adapted  to  the  require- 
ments of  his  particular  controversy.  The  answer  to  this 
question  will  be  best  given  by  exhibiting  the  language  of  the 
two  writers  side  by  side,  so  far  as  they  can  be  brought  into 
•comparison. 


John. 

xai  6  Xoyof  ^v  irpo^ 
TOP  Oeov,  Kcu  Oeof  ^v 
o  \6yo9,  I  I.  Cf. 
etxov  irpi  Tov  tov 
Koa-fiop  etvai,  and 
irpo  /corajSoX^  koo" 
jjLou,  xvii  5>  24. 


JusnK. 
o  Xoyoj  .  .  .  <rvywv,  .  .  .  ore  rijv  apxh^ 
.  .  .  eKTitre  [Apol.,  ii  c.  6].  [T^v  ipxi^ 
is  in  John  viii.  25,  and  is  often  used  by 
Justin  instead  of  ei^  apxi-  In  Apcl.,  L  c 
59,  he  uses  it  to  represent  ip  apyp  of 
Qen.  i  I.]  a-vpfjp  t^  trarpi  [Dial.,  c  62. 
Justin  may  have  preferred  avpifp  as  less 
suggestive  of  an  attribute  than  }fp  irpof  ]. 
TOP  Koi  irpo  iroiiiareoi^  Koafiov  opTa  Beop 
[Dial.,  c.  56,  p.  276  d].  Oeoi  i(m  koi  €<rrai 
[Dial.,  c  58.  As  we  have  seen,  the  title 
$€09  is  used  repeatedly]. 


iraPTa  01  avTOv  cye- 

P€TO,  i    3.       O  KOiTflO^ 

04   avTov   eyeperot   ^ 
10. 


Si  avToS  TTOPTa  acTKre  .  .  .  Koo'fiSia'ai  to 
TTOPTa  Si  avToS  [ApoL,  ii  c  6].  &rr€  Xoy^ 
OeoS  .  .  .  ycycv^erdai  top  irainra  Kwrfkop 
[ApoL,  i  c  Sg\  top  0€op  Sia  Xoyov  top 
Koa-fAOP  TToi^ai  eypwrop  [Apol.,  i  a  64]. 
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€¥  avTw  jtfe^  ^y,  i  4- 


6  Xpurri^  [i^Hot,  c  69;  cf.  John  vii.  38, 

39]- 


}fv  TO  <f>W^  TO    oXfjdl' 

vovt  i.  9-     T.  0.  TOW 
Kotrfiou,  viii  12,  ix.  5. 


Tov  fxovov  afjLiifjLOv  Kcu  Sucaiov  <porr6^y  to<9 
avQpiiinroi^  irefi<p6€VT09  [Dial.,  c.  1 7 J. 
oi^TOf  ecrrtv  o  ei^  le/ooveroX^/A  alwviop  0C09 
XdyiATreu/  /ieXXiDi/  [Dial.,  C.  1 1 3]. 


o  ipwTi^ei  nravra  av 
Opanrov  ipxofiepov  eig 

TOP  KOaflOPf  i.  9* 


o  0orrt^o/A€i/of  [ilpof^  L  c.  61,  of  one  who  is 
baptized].  \6yo^  yap  Ifp  kcu  €<mp  6  ip 
iraPTi  &p  [ApoL,  ii  lo],  to  efif^vrop 
Trai^i  yipei  apOpwTrwp  (rirepfia  toO  \6yov 
[Apol.,  ii  c  8].  o5  tt&p  yepog  avQpvnrwp 
/jL€T€<rxe  [Apol,,  i.  c.  46]. 


CKTOi  Si  SXafiop  avTOP, 
eSuMcep  avTOi^  c^ov- 
clap  Tixpa  OeoS  ye- 
P€<rdcu9  Toii  TTirrelr 
ovcrip  ei9  TO  ipofia 
avTov,  i.  12. 


01  /Acra  Xoyov  fiiwaapre^  ^piOTiapoi  €i<ri 
[Ajpol,,  L  c  46].  ot  trtOTeiopre^  avT^ 
•  .  .  opOptairoif  €p  0T9  oiK€i  TO  irapa  tov 
deov  (nrepiMif  6  Xoyo?  [Apol,,  i.  c.  32]. 


o  Xoyo^  cap^  eyepcTo, 
i.  14. 


6  Xoyof  .  .  .  (rapKOiroiffieU  apdpwiro^ 
yiyopep  [Apol.,  i  c.  32.  We  have  seen 
how  often  similar  expressions  occur. 
Compare  the  (rapKioOePTa,  epapOp^oTni- 
a-apray  of  the  Nicene  and  other  Creeds], 
o'ipKQ  txfjop  [Dial.,  c  48]. 


jULOPoyepii^,  i.  18,  etc    1  fiopoyemi^  [Dial.,  c.  105]. 

Thongh  this  comparison  cannot  prove  that  Justin  made  use 
of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  his  language  is 
sufficiently  like  the  Johannine  to  be  quite  consistent  with  a 
relationship  of  dependence  between  them.  We  find  in  the 
Apologist  four  characteristic  Johannine  expressions,  Xayo9, 4>w^, 
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<rdp(  in  aafucoiroiffieU,  and  fiovoyemi^.  We  have  an  almost 
identical  statement  of  the  creation  of  the  tcoafioi  and  iravra  81 
auTov,  the  very  similar  aw»jv  t^  irarpi  and  tp/v  apx^  used  of 
the  Logos,  and  one  or  two  other  less  marked  resemblances. 
The  phraseology,  then,  in  which  Justin  propounds  his  doctrine 
is  not  incompatible  with  our  previous  conclusion. 

This  conclusion  does  not  seem  to  me  in  any  way  invalidated 
by  Dr  Abbott's  perfectly  just  remark,  "  That  the  multiplicity 
of  names  given  to  the  Logos  (TrypL,  56,  61,  100,  etc.)— Son, 
Wisdom,  Angel,  Day,  East,  Sword,  etc. — suggests  Philo's  (1. 427) 
'  many-named '  Logos  rather  than  that  of  John."  ^  For  what 
could  be  more  natural  than  that  Justin  the  philosopher  should 
philosophise  about  the  doctrine  of  the  Qospel,  and  borrow 
many  an  interpreting  hint  from  Philo  ?  The  notion  that  the 
early  Fathers  were  severely  critical  in  doctrinal  matters,  and 
confined  themselves  rigidly  to  the  exact  meaning  and  language 
of  the  Scriptures,  seems  to  me  quite  contrary  to  the  evidence. 
The  fundamental  doctrine  which  Justin  wishes  to  establish  is 
in  John,  and  not  in  Philo;  and  he  seeks  to  support  it  and  give 
it  its  complete  dogmatic  setting,  by  a  long  course  of  argument 
which  is  not  in  the  Gospel.  This  method  is  to  my  mind  a 
mark  of  the  later  writer,  and  corresponds  with  the  method 
which  has  been  largely  pursued  by  theologians  who  were  well 
acquainted  with  the  canonical  Scriptures.  Justin)  in  short, 
ranks  with  the  long  line  of  ecclesiastical  controvendaliflts  and 
commentators,  and  not  with  the  men  whose  inspiration  pro- 
duced in  holy  Scriptures  the  formative  ideas  of  Christianity. 

We  must  now  proceed  to  notice  certain  forms  of  expression 
and  modes  of  thought  of  a  more  miscellaneous  character,  which 
remind  one  of  the  Fourth  OospeL  Some  of  these,  it  will  be 
observed,  are  so  similar  to  the  Johannine  language,  that  they 
might  be  treated  as  quotations;  but  I  shall  reserve  for  the 
*  Encycl.  BiU^  ii.  1837. 
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latter  head  only  those  passages  in  which  Justin  is  unques- 
tionably borrowing  from  an  earlier  writer.  The  following 
apparent  allusions  have  nothing  in  their  context  to  indicate 
their  dependent  origin. 

The  fijrst  expression  which  demands  our  attention  borders 
closely  on  exact  quotation.  It  is  found  in  the  first  Apology,^ 
where  it  is  said  that  the  Christians  ''  honour  Jesus  Christ,  who 
both  became  our  teacher  of  these  things  and  was  bom  to  this 
end  [eiV  toSjto  yewfiOevra],  who  was  crucified  under  Pontius 
Pilate."  Here  not  only  do  the  words  point  to  John  xviii.  37, 
«V  TovTo  yeyhnffiixaiy  but  the  perfectly  needless  reference  to 
Pilate  reminds  us  that  it  was  before  the  Roman  governor  that 
this  expression  was  used. 

We  may  next  observe  a  few  phrases  descriptive  of  Christ's 
coming  into  the  world.  Justin,  like  John,  regards  the  eleva- 
tion of  the  brazen  serpent  in  the  wilderness  as  typical  of  the 
crucifixion,^  and  in  speaking  of  it  he  says  that  it  denoted 
salvation  to  those  vpoo'ipevyaua'i  t^  tov  i<rTavpo9fA€vov  vlov  avrov 
irifiylravTi  eiV  tov  Koa-fiov.^  Now  this  idea  of  God's  sending  his 
Son  into  the  world  occurs  in  the  same  connection  in  John  iii. 
17,  and,  strange  as  it  may  appear,  it  is  an  idea  which,  in  the 
New  Testament,  is  peculiar  to  John.  Outside  the  Johannine 
writings,  there  are  only  two  passages  in  which  the  expression 
€19  TOV  Koa-fjLov  is  used  in  relation  to  Christ,^  and  there  it  is 
connected  with  his  coming^  not  with  his  beirig  sent;  within 
these  writings  it  occurs  no  fewer  than  eleven  times.  It  is 
remarkable,  however,  that  in  the  four  instances^  in  which 
John  speaks  of  Christ's  being  sent  into  the  world,  he  prefers 
the  word  a?ro<rreXX<0,  so  that  Justin's  phrase  is  not  entirely 
coincident  with  the  Johannine.    But  the  use  of  xe/tixeo  itself  is 

1  c.  13.  *  Apol^  i.  c  60.    2>iaZ.,  cc.  91,  94  and  131. 

«  DiaL,  c.  91.  *  I  Tim.  1.  1 5  and  Heb.  x.  5. 

^  I  inclade  the  First  Epistle,  iv.  9. 
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curioua  Except  by  John,  it  is  applied  to  Christ  in  the  New 
Testament  only  twice,^  whereas  John  uses  it  twenty-five  times. 
Justin's  language,  therefore,  in  the  thought  which  it  expresses^ 
in  the  selection  of  words,  and  in  its  connection,  is  closely 
related  to  John's,  and  has  no  other  parallel  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment. A  similar  remark  will  apply  to  another  phrase  used 
by  Justin,  top  irap  avrov  viov  €\dwra»^  which  finds  its  parallel 
in  John's  iyw  irapa  roO  deoC  i^Xdov,^  and,  as  regards  the  Trtipo, 
in  other  parts  of  the  Gospel,  but  nowhere  else  in  the  New 
Testament.  Again,  Justin  speaks  of  Christ  as  deop  avwGev 
TTpoeXdovrat^  and  with  this  we  may  compare  John's  6  o^odey 
ipXoiMvoii^  &n  expression  characteristic  of  himself. 

One  of  the  passages  in  which  Justin  uses  the  Johannine 
TrejuLirw  forms  a  transition  to  another  mode  of  thought  which 
occurs  with  great  frequency  in  the  Fourth  Qoepel.  The 
words  are,  Kara  to  diXfi/uM  rod  W/i^oKro^  avrov  irorpoy  kcu 
iecnrorov  ic.T.X.*  Compare  with  this  John's  to  OeXvifia  tow 
TTe/uL'^avTO^  fie?  and  tow  TrejuLylfavr^^  fie  irarpo^?  expressions 
quite  characteristia  EUsewhere  Justin  speaks  of  things  as 
happening  to  Christ  jcaTa  to  tow  varpof  diXjifia,^  and  of 
grace  as  coming  from  him  Kara  to  diX.  rod  tt.^  He 
repeatedly  says  that  the  incarnation  took  place  according  to 
the  will  of  the  Father,  but  generally  uses,  not  the  Johannine 
OiXijfAOf  but  jSovXi;  or  fiouXti<ri9.  Once,  however,  he  says,  w^ 
Tot7  oSfAaro^  avrov  ovk  i(  avdfwvelov  airepfiaTO^  yeyevtifjjpov 
aXX*  he  deXiifiarof  deov}^  This  may  be  a  reminiscence  of  John 
i  13,  a  text  which,  we  know,  was  applied  to  Christ  by  Irennus^ 
and  Tertullian,"  who  for  the  genuine  reading  substituted  Of  .  .  . 

•  Luke  XX.  13  and  Bom.  viiL  3.  ^  ApoL  ii.  c.  6. 
^  xvi.  27 ;  see  also  28  and  xvii.  8.  '  Dial^  c  64. 

•  iii  31-  •  ^^^-f  c.  140.  ^  iv.  34,  V.  30,  vi.  38,  39,  40. 

•  xiv.  34 ;  ef,  v.  37,  vi.  44,  viii  16,  18,  xii.  49. 

•  DiaL,  c  102.       »•  Dial.,  c  116.  "  Dial,  c  63. 

1^  HofT,,  m.  xvi.  2  and  xix.  2.  ^  De  Came  ChritUf  cc.  19  and  24. 
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iy€inni6ff.  The  Johannine  doctrine  of  Christ's  dependence  on 
the  Father  is  clearly  set  forth,  though  without  much  similarity 
of  language,  in  the  statement, — ''  I  affirm  that  he  never  did 
anything  except  those  things  which  the  Maker  of  the  universe, 
above  whom  there  is  no  other  God,  wished  him  both  to  do  and 
to  say."^  With  this  we  may  compare  John's  statements, — 
"  the  Son  can  do  nothing  of  himself,"  ^  and,  "  I  speak  not  of 
myself,  but  the  Father  who  sent  me  himself  gave  me  a  com- 
mandment what  I  should  say  and  what  I  should  speak."' 
More  remarkable  is  an  appended  clause  which  occurs  after  a 
reference  to  Christ's  resurrection,  5  airo  rod  trarpos  aurov  XajSiov 
exei.*  On  account  of  the  present  exex,  the  0  apparently  refers 
to  the  permanent  risen  state  implied  in  the  previous  clause ; 
but  the  thought  may  have  been  suggested  by  John's  ravrtiv  rhv 
evToKipf  eXajSov  irapa  toS  Trarpog  fiov,^  which  is  introduced  in  a 
similar  connection. 

Justin's  allusions  to  the  bra2sen  serpent  as  typical  of  the 
crucifixion  constitute  another  parallel  between  him  and  the 
writer  of  the  Gospel,  but  can  hardly  prove  his  dependence  on 
the  latter,  as  he  seized  with  avidity  every  type  which  a 
torturing  exegesis  could  extract  from  the  Old  Testament. 
We  may,  however,  compare  his  statement  that  this  particular 
type  indicated  atimipia  T019  TTi^reuovo'i  iwi  toStov  ic.T.X.,®  with 
John's  Iva  irag  6  nrurreutav  eU  avrov  fiii  cnroXtfrai  /c.t.X.^ 

More  important  is  his  account  of  the  significance  of  the 
elements  in  the  Lord's  Supper.  He  says,  "We  were  taught 
that"  the  bread  and  wine  *'  were  the  flesh  [aapKo]  and  blood 
of  Jesus  who  was  made  flesh "  {(rapKOTroifiOevTO^y  Now,  not 
only  are  we  reminded  of  John  by  arapKOTroitiOeprof,  but  still 
more  by  the  use  of  ardpica  to  describe  the  bread  In  the  New 
Testament  the  word  employed  is  invariably  ar&fia.    Justin 

*  Didl.j  c.  56^  p.  276  D.      *  V.  19.  '  xii  49.        *  Dial^  c.  100. 

*  X.  18.  •  Dial.,  c.  94.       ^  ilL  15.        •  Apd.,  L  c.  66. 
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had  not  forgotten  this;  for  as  soon  as  he  quotes  the  account 
of  the  institution  of  the  Eucharist,  he  cites  this  term  correctly. 
Nor  can  we  say  that  the  adoption  of  a-dp^  was  forced  on  him 
by  his  reference  to  the  incarnation ;  for  elsewhere  he  allows 
his  usual  language  respecting  the  incarnation  to  be  modified 
by  a  reference  to  the  Eucharist, — tou  aprov,  5v  irapeSwcev  .  .  . 
e«9  avdfivnaiv  tw  t€  a'»fiaTOiroui<raa6€u  aurov  k.t.\}  In  John, 
however,  the  word  a-ap^  is  used  repeatedly,  not  indeed  in 
connection  with  the  last  supper,  but  in  a  passage  which  was 
inevitably  applied  as  a  commentary  on  its  meaning.^  Justin's 
use  of  the  term,  therefore,  is  distinctively  Johannine. 

There  are  a  few  other  expressions  of  less  moment  which  may 
be  briefly  referred  to  in  the  order  in  which  they  occur  in 
Justin's  writings.  He  says  that  Christians  honour  God  and 
the  Son  and  the  Spirit  Xoy^  tcai  ahiOelaJ  Compare  John's 
irvevfiaTi  Koi  ah^deiff^  Justin  might  naturally  substitute  Xoy^ 
for  nrvfVfioTiy  as  he  has  a  moment  before  included  the  irveSjiAa 
among  the  objects  of  worship.  We  may  observe  in  passing 
that  we  have  here  another  instance  of  doctrinal  expansion ;  for 
the  Gospel  strictly  confines  to  the  Father  the  spiritual  worship 
which  it  commenda  Again,  the  statement  that  the  prophets 
spoke  only  those  things  &  ^Kovcrap  koi  &  etSop,'^  suggests  i  iwpcuce 
KOI  ffKoixre,  TovTo  fiaprvpet^  The  reminder  that  "  the  elements 
do  not  idle  or  keep  the  sabbath,"  ^  and  that  "  God  has  instituted 
the  same  administration  of  the  universe  on  this  and  on  all 
other  days,"  ®  is  a  commentary  on  John's,  "  my  Father  worketh 
hitherto."^  The  argument  against  the  observance  of  the 
sabbath  from  the  fact  that  circumcision  was  permitted  on  that 
day,^^  is  found,  though  with  more  point,  in  the  Gospel^  The 
declaration  that ''  those  who  in  circumcision  come  to  him  [t/kxt- 

*  DiaLy  c.  70,        •  vL  51-56.  «  Apol.^  L  c.  6.  *  iv.  23. 

*  DicU^  c.  7.         •  John  liL  32.         '  Dial^  c  23.  •  Dial^  c.  29. 

*  V.  17.  w  ixal^  c.  27.         "  vii.  22,  23. 
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lopras], ...  he  will  receive  and  bless,"  ^  is  similar  in  sentiment 
to  the  evangelist's  "him  that  oometh  [epxijuievov]  to  me  I  will 
not  cast  out."  '  The  expression  ^wv  v&ap,  and  the  idea  of  this 
water's  gushing  up  in  the  heart,^  recall  the  narrative  in  John 
iv.  And,  lastly,  the  assertion  that  "to  us  it  was  given  ...  to 
know  all  the  things  of  the  Father,"*  reminds  us  of  the 
Johannine,  "all  things  that  I  have  heard  from  my  Father  I 
have  made  known  unto  you.*  ^ 

We  have  still  to  refer  to  three  passages  which  appear  to  me 
to  be  quotations  from  the  Fourth  Qospel.  The  most  celebrated 
of  these,  that  relating  to  the  new  birth,  has  already  been  fully 
discussed;  and  if  our  reasoning  has  been  correct,  it  renders 
probable  the  use  of  the  Gospel  by  Justin.  The  two  remaining 
passages  must  be  considered  here.  Referring  to  the  testimony 
of  John  the  Baptist,  Justin  says : — "  Men  supposed  him  to  be 
the  Christ;  to  whom  even  he  himself  cried,  ovk  eifii  o  XpKrro^t 
aXXa  ^vii  fiowvrof,  for  there  shall  come  he  who  is  stronger 
than  I,  whose  sandals  I  am  not  worthy  to  carry."  ®  The  former 
part  of  this  testimony  is  found  only  in  John,^ — ovk  eifii  iya>  6 
Xpurro^.  .  .  .  *Ey«  ifwvii  /Sowvto^  k.tX  The  entire  passage 
as  it  stands  does  not  occur  in  any  of  our  existing  Qospels,  but 
is  made  up  out  of  John,  Luke  and  Matthew ;  and  it  may  there- 
fore be  contended  that  it  is  borrowed  from  some  unknown 
source.  To  those  who  are  acquainted  with  the  phenomena  of 
Justin's  quotations  from  the  Old  Testament,  and  who  know 
how  easily  parallel  passages  become  mixed  together  in  mem- 
oriter  citation  (to  say  nothing  of  the  fact  that  an  author  might 
intentionally  combine  the  passages  best  suited  to  his  purpose), 
this  supposition  will  not  appear  necessary;  and  if  it  is  not 
necessary,  it  is  more  critical  to  explain  the  facts  by  reference 
to  known  sources  than  to  have  recourse  to  purely  imaginary 

»  DiaL^  c.  33.        *  vi.  37.  »  DwZ.,  c.  114.         *  DiaL^  c.  121. 

*  XV.  15.  •DioiL,  c88.        'L  20  and  23. 
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documents.  The  third  apparent  quotation,  so  far  as  I  am 
aware,  was  first  noticed  in  the  present  discussion,  and  indeed 
it  was  generally  classed  among  the  proofe  that  Justin  made 
use  of  an  apocrjrphal  Gospel  In  the  larger  Apology,^  the 
following  words  are  quoted  from  Isaiah  *  aiTova-i  tie  vOv  Kplarip ; 
and  in  evidence  that  this  prophecy  was  fulfilled  in  Christ, 
Justin  asserts,  Siaxrvfiovre^  airrov  tKadurav  iirl  fiiifiaTo^  icai 
etirov'  Kpivov  ^fuv.  Now  this  event  is  nowhere  recorded  in  our 
Gospels;  yet  the  most  important  of  the  words  in  which  it  is 
described  occur,  with  the  alteration  of  a  single  letter,  in  the 
Fourth  Gospel,*  6  ovv  n«XdT09  .  .  .  l/yaytif  e^  top  'Ii^rm/v  kcu 
eKadicev  eirl  fiiifiarog.  'EKaOurev  here  is  generally  understood 
in  its  intransitive  sense;  but  what  more  natural  than  that 
Justin,  in  his  eagerness  to  find  a  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy, 
should  take  it  transitively?^  He  might  then  add  the  state* 
ment  that  the  people  said  Kpivov  Jifiiv  as  an  obvious  inference 
from  the  fact  of  Christ's  having  been  placed  on  the  tribunal, 
and  to  bring  the  event  into  a  closer  verbal  connection  with  the 
prophecy,  just  as  in  an  earlier  chapter^  he  appends  to  the 
synoptic  account  the  circumstance  that  the  ass  on  which 
Christ  rode  into  Jerusalem  was  bound  to  a  vine,  in  order  to 
bring  the  event  into  connection  with  Genesis  xlix.  ii.^    We 

*  c.  35. 

^  Iviii.  2,  which,  by  the  way,  is  represented  as  belonging  to  Izv.  2. 
«  xix.  13. 

*  It  is  so  used  by  Josephns,  who  says  that  Ananns  imi9((«<  irvW^My 
Kfiirmv,  and  again  KoBiireu  onr^Spior  (AtUiq.f  zz.  iz.  i).  It  is  intransitive  in 
the  only  other  passage  where  it  is  used  in  John  ziL  14.  Elsewhere 
Ka$4(tff0ai  is  used,  iv.  6,  zi  20»  zz.  12.  The  transitive  use  is  found  in 
I  Cor.  vL  4  and  Eph.  i.  2a  Dr  A.  Roberts  ably  defends  the  trsnsitiye 
meaning  in  John  ziz.  13  {Exporitor,  4th  Series,  viii.,  1893,  PP*  296  $q.), 

*  c.  32. 

'  It  is  conceded  by  Hilgenleld  [Die  fvang,  Juttin%  p.  224]  that  this 
circumstance  was  drawn  from  Justin's  own  imagination  under  the  influence 
of  the  prophecy.  His  notion  that  it  is  the  mere  inconsistency  of  an  apologist 
to  allow  such  influence  in  one  instance  and  yet  not  concede  that  the 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


GOSPEL  ACCORDING  TO  PETER      151 

have  thiifl,  as  I  conceive,  an  adequate  explanation  of  the  origin 
of  this  apocryphal  narrativa  On  the  other  hand,  it  does  not 
seem  likely  that  the  agreement  between  Justin  and  John  is  a 
mere  ooincidenoe,  though  of  course  the  poasihiUty  of  this 
cannot  be  denied.  It  cannot  in  this  instance  be  maintained 
tiiat  John  borrowed  from  Justin,  because  the  words  of  the 
latter  are  quite  unambiguous,  and  could  not  have  suggested 
the  event  related  in  the  Gospel ;  and  the  supposition  that  they 
both  used  a  common  source  is  precluded  by  the  different  uses 
of  the  verb,  and  by  the  want  of  agreement  in  the  general  sense 
of  the  two  passages. 

The  discovery  of  a  fragment  of  the  Gospel  according  to 
Peter  in  1892,  containing  the  account  of  the  passion  and 
resurrection,  reopened  the  question,  and  it  was  triumphantly 
asserted  that  Justin  was  now  proved  to  have  derived  his 
statement  from  this  apocryphal  source.  The  evidence  seems 
to  me  wholly  adverse  to  this  conclusion.  The  text  of  Peter 
runs  thus : — "  But  they,  having  taken  the  Lord,  pushed  him 
running,  and  said  tSpw/utev  ^  rov  vlov  tov  deov,  having  got  power 
over  him,  and  they  arrayed  him  in  purple,  xai  imdiaav  airov 
€t\  KadeSpav  Kpttrtm^  \eyovrei  dkuccuMf  xpive,  j8a<r<Xet7  rov 
'LrpaiiTJ'  Here  the  same  apocryphal  incident  is  referred  to, 
and  there  is  some  resemblance  of  language  between  the  two 
accounts.  There  are,  however,  also  considerable  differences; 
and  it  is  strange  that  those  who  think  the  slightest  deviation 
from  a  canonical  text  sufficient  to  prove  that  it  was  not  used, 
should  be  so  confident  that  Peter  must  be  the  source  from 
which  Justin  borrowed  this  account.  In  comparing  the 
several  texts,  we  observe  that  after  licadio-ai/  Justin  has  the 
Johannine  iTrl  fiiifiaro^,  and  not  the   Petrine  eir}   xadeSpav 

epithet  noroy^v^s  was  borrowed  from  the  22iid  PBalm,  is  sufficiently  refuted 
by  our  previous  investigation. 
1  The  reading  of  the  SCS.,  generally  given  as  ff^pmfiw. 
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Kpta-ewff  and  he  omits  Sucaiws,  and  /SouriKeO  tov  'LrpaifKn  But 
certainly,  it  is  thought,  Siaavpovre^  must  be  taken  from  the 
Petrine  avpcofieif.  Unfortunately  crvfmfMv  is  only  a  conjectural 
reading,  the  word  in  the  manuscript  being  evpwfuv.  The  word 
\b  probably  wrong;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  avpwfiev  is 
right.  Other  suggestions  are  eupofxev;  ap^fiev,  as  in  Isaiah  iii 
10,  as  Justin  once  quotes  it^;  and  (very  plausibly)  <rrfwfiey, 
an  abbreviation  for  trravpwfjMf}  But  even  if  a-vpt^fiev  be  the 
right  reading,  it  does  not  explain  Justin's  Siaavpopre^,  for  the 
former  word  signifies  ''let  us  drag,"  while  the  latter  means 
"mocking "or  "slighting,"*  a  sense  which  entirely  suits  the 
context,  and  is  indeed  required  by  it,  to  show  that  the  demand 
for  judgment  was  an  act  of  mockery.  The  Petrine  text, 
therefore,  fails  to  explain  Justin'a 

Here  we  might  pause,  if  our  attention  were  limited  to  the 
present  passage ;  but  as  we  have  at  last  a  Gfospel  which  is  no 
longer  '*  ghost-like,"  it  is  important  to  consider  whether  the 
Qospel  of  Peter  was  one  of  Justin's  memoira  The  only  other 
passage  which  can  be  supposed  to  favour  an  affirmative  reply 
is  one  describing  the  partition  of  Christ's  clothing.  The 
following  are  the  words  in  Peter : — Kai  redeucoTtf  ra  ev&iiiara 
e/jLTrpoa-Oeif  avrov  SiefAepiacarro,  xai  Xaxfiov  S/SaXov  iir  avrois. 
Justin's  are  as  follows: — oi  (rrca/pwravre^  avrov  ifiepurav  ra 
Ifiaria  avrov  eavrois,  Xaxji^ov  jSaXXoKrey  eircKrroy  Kara  t^v  tov 
xXiipou  iiril3oXiiv,  t  €KXi(a<rOai  ilSefiovXtp-o.  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  two  statements  are  very  far  from  coincident. 
Justin  omits  the  first  part  of  Peter,  and  Peter  does  not  contain 

1  Dial.^  136.    In  17  he  has  the  usual  reading,  a4<r«/icr. 

*  See  i%e  Gotpd  aeoording  to  Peter  and  the  Revelation  of  Peter,  by  J.  A. 
Bobmson  and  M.  B.  James,  1892,  p.  17,  for  the  first  two  soggestions.  The 
last  was  proposed  hj  the  Master  of  St  John's  College,  Cambridge,  at  a 
meeting  of  the  Philological  Society,  May  11,  1893 ;  see  the  Academy  for 
June  3,  1893,  p.  486. 

>  We  may  illustrate  this  sort  of  change  of  meaning  by  our  own  words 
"treat"  and  "intreat" 
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the  explanation  of  the  proceeding  which  Justin  adds  to  the 
account  in  the  Gospels,  and  which  looks  like  an  attempt  to 
harmonise  the  Synoptics  and  John.  Justin  has  the  canonical 
l/jLariOy  not  the  Petrine  evSifiXTrat  and  resembles  John  in  using 
eKoan-of.  In  Apology  L  35  he  refers  more  simply  to  the  same 
event,  and  uses  the  words  SfiaKov  KXijpov,  following,  in  common 
with  the  Synoptics,  the  reading  of  the  LXX.  in  Psalm  xxi 
[xxii]  19.  The  connection  with  Peter,  therefore,  turns  entirely 
on  the  use  of  the  phrase  Xaxfiop  BoKKeiv.  This  phrase  is  used 
also  by  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  in  relation  to  the  same  event,^  and 
l^  no  other  writer, ''  as  far  as  we  know."  *  Cyril,  however, 
does  not  follow  Peter,  for  he  limits  the  Xaxj^of  to  the  x«t«»', 
of  which  no  notice  is  taken  in  the  apocryphal  Gospel.  The 
word  must  in  his  time  have  been  a  rare  one,  for  he  adds  the 
explanation,  KXijpo^  Se  !iv  6  Xaxjuo^,  and  the  natural  inference 
is  that  there  must  have  been  some  authority  for  using  the 
word  in  connection  with  this  particular  event.  The  Fourth 
Gospel  does  not  use  the  noun,  but  represents  the  soldiers  as 
saying,  in  reference  to  the  x'^^^^^^X^f^^  '"'^P'^  avrov} 
Nonnus,  in  his  paraphrase  of  this  verse,  twice  uses  Xaxi^o^^ 
but  not  the  phrase  Xa^/Liov  fioKKeiv.^  Dr  Swete  conjectures 
that  there  may  have  been  a  version  of  the  22nd  Psalm  which 
read  ifioKKov  or  l/SaXov  Xaxf^ov.^  However  this  may  be,  the 
deviation  of  Justin,  and  still  more  of  Cyril,  from  Peter  is 
against  the  supposition  that  the  phrase  is  due  to  the  use  of 
the  apocryphal  Gospel,  to  which  Cyril  certainly  was  not  likely 
to  attach  any  authority. 

We  must  now  briefly  notice  the  evidence  against  Justin's 
use  of  this  GospeL    Dr  Swete  enumerates  eighteen  circum- 

1  OaiUeh^  xiii.  26^ 

^  See  Dr  Swete's  The  Akhmhn  Fragment  of  the  Apocryphal  Gospel  of  St 
PeUTy  1893,  p.  zxxiv  and  p.  6. 
'  xix.  34.  *  Swete,  p.  xxziv.  *  Ih, 
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stances  in  Peter  which  are  not  in  any  of  the  canonical  Gospels.^ 
Of  these  the  only  one  in  Justin  is  that  relating  to  the  judg- 
ment-seat, which  we  have  already  examined.  On  the  other 
hand,  Justin,  in  his  casual  references  to  the  part  of  the  history 
covered  by  the  Fragment,  has  six  drcumstanoes  which  are  not 
in  Peter ;  and  it  deserves  especial  notice  that  four  of  these  are 
among  the  incidents  which,  owing  to  their  deviation  from  the 
canonical  Gospels,  have  suggested  the  use  of  an  apocryphal 
source.  Two  of  these  passages  refer  to  the  words  and  the 
manner  of  the  mocking.'  A  third  contains  the  statement 
that  after  the  crucifixion  of  Christ  all  his  acquaintances  with- 
drew, having  denied  him.*  Another  asserts  that  after  the 
crucifixion  his  disciples  who  were  with  him  were  scattered 
until  he  rose  from  the  dead.^  The  cry,  "Father,  into  thy 
hands  I  commend  my  spirit,"  which  Justin  expressly  says  he 
has  learned  from  the  memoirs,^  is  in  Luke,  but  not  in  Peter. 
The  statement  that  there  were  nails  in  the  hands  and  feet  of 
Jesus  ^  is  agreeable  to  the  canonical  account,  but  opposed  to 
the  Petrine,  which  refers  only  to  the  hands.^  Peter  represents 
Jesus  as  silent  at  the  moment  of  crucifixion,  "  as  being  without 
pain,"  «o9  AAJ7  Jey  irovov  ix^^-^  Justin,  on  the  other  hand,  asserts 
the  reality  of  his  suffering  in  the  strongest  way.*  Finally, 
Peter  gives  a  curious  turn  to  the  cry  fnHn  the  cross,  tj  Suua/Ms 
fiov,  i  Svuafii^y  scareXeiylta^  fJi€,^  Justin,  agreeably  to  Matthew 
and  Mark,  has  6  deo9,  6  deoV^  Iva  rl  iyKariKtiref  /te.^  These 
facts  seem  to  demonstrate  that  the  Qospel  of  Peter  was  not 
one  of  Justin's  principal  sources ;  and  even  if  he  read  it  (and 


*  Pp.  xiii.  $qq.  *  ^poL$  i.  38  ;  J^W.,  loi.  »  -^pol,  L  50. 

*  Dial.,  53.  »  Dial,  105. 

•  Apol,  L  35  5  DW.,  97.  ^  yL 

'  iy.    This  can  hardly  mean,  ^  as  if  he  felt  no  paiiii"  though  he  was 
really  suffering  acutely. 

•  Dial.,  57,  98,  99,  103.  w  V. 

11  Matt,  9t4  f»ofr.    Mark  also  inserts  ^v.  ^  Dial,^  99. 
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as  an  assailant  of  heresies  he  may  very  probably  have  done  80» 
if  it  was  extant,  which  is  doubtful),  and  if  a  phrase  or  two 
remained  in  his  memory,  and  got  mixed  up  with  his  recol- 
lections of  other  sources,  it  would  by  no  means  follow  that  it 
was  one  of  his  acknowledged  Gospels. 

By  the  foregoing  investigation  one  point  appears  to  me  to 
be  completely  demonstrated,  namely,  that  if  Justin  had  the 
Fourth  Gospel,  he  did  not  treat  it  with  entire  neglect,  but 
allowed  it  a  very  important  place  in  the  construction  of  his 
theology,  and  in  the  general  colouring  of  his  thought  and 
language.  More  than  this,  however,  may  be  reasonably 
inferred.  Several  separate  lines  of  inquiry  have,  if  my 
judgment  be  not  at  fault,  established  a  probability  that  Justin 
was  in  possession  of  the  Gospel.  The  probability  may  in  each 
instance  be  slight,  and  it  is  always  possible  for  a  critic  to 
object  that  the  phenomena  may  be  susceptible  of  some  other 
explanation ;  but  several  weak  probabilities,  all  converging  on 
the  same  result,  may  constitute  a  very  strong  argument,  and 
nothing  can  be  more  utterly  uncritical  than  to  reject  a  large 
mass  of  evidence  because  its  details  fall  considerably  short  of 
demonstration.  We  must  remember,  moreover,  that  the 
evidence  afforded  by  Justin's  writings  is  not  in  favour  of 
something  quite  unexpected,  and  opposed  to  our  best  historical 
information.  On  the  contrary,  it  simply  coincides,  as  we  have 
seen,  with  a  legitimate  historical  presumption  furnished  by 
the  writings  of  LrenaBUS,  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  Tertullian, 
and  Theophilus,  to  say  nothing  of  later  authors ;  and  it  points 
to  a  plain  matter  of  fact  which  in  itself  is  entirely  credible. 

We  must,  however,  notice  an  objection  which  is  urged  as 
fatal  to  the  supposition  that  Justin  was  acquainted  with  the 
Gospel.  It  is  said  that  he  gives  a  particular  description  of  the 
character  of  Christ's  teaching,  and  that  this  is  exactly  suited 
to  the  style  of  the  Synoptists,  but  wholly  inapplicable  to  the 
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protracted  argamentation  of  the  Johannine  Gospel.  Justin's 
statement  is  the  following :  B/mxxw  Se  koi  avvrofioi  trap*  aurov 
Xoyoi  yeyovaciv'  ov  yiip  o'Oi/uaT^  vinipx^i  aXXa  Svvafii^  OeoS  6 
Aoyo9  avTov  Ifv,^  Now  there  are  several  objections  to  the 
application  which  is  sometimes  made  of  this  passage.  In  the 
first  place,  I  do  not  think  the  Greek  asserts  what  is  ascribed 
to  it.  Mr  J.  J.  Tayler  translates  it  as  follows :  "  His  words 
were  brief  and  concise ;  for  he  was  no  sophist :  but  his  word 
was  a  power  of  God."*  I  dissent  with  great  diffidence  from 
so  high  an  authority ;  but  surely  the  words  trap'  avrov  Xoyoc 
•are  not  identical  in  meaning  with  oc  Xoyoi  avrov.  Ought  not 
the  passage  to  be  rendered,  '*  Brief  and  concise  sayings  have 
proceeded  from  him''?'  If  so,  Justin  is  describing,  not  the 
universal,  but  only  the  prevailing  and  prominent  character  of 
Christ's  teaching.^  As  it  is  his  purpose  to  furnish  some 
examples  for  the  benefit  of  his  readers,  he  very  naturally 
and  properly  selects  short  passages  which  are  intelligible 
without  their  context:  and  he  introduces  the  clause  under 
consideration  simply  to  explain  why  he  can  illustrate  Christ's 
teaching  without  undue  prolixity.  He  accordingly  follows 
for  the  most  part  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  but  adds  scmie 
other  sayings  which  were  easily  suggested  by  the  topics  with 
which  he  was  dealing.  But  again,  the  description  is  not 
really  appropriate  to  all  the  teaching  in  the  Synoptics.    It 

^  ApoL^  i.  c.  14. 

>  An  Attempt  to  ateericnn  (he  Character  of  the  Foturth  Ooepel,  1867,  p.  64. 

^  I  am  reminded  of  Euripides,  Hippolytui^  478,  tlalv  ^  hr^aX  icaU  x^t 
tfcXKT^^ioi,  which  means,  not  ''Charms  and  words  are  soothing,"  bat 
"  There  are  such  things  as  charms  and  soothing  words." 

*  Even  if  the  article  were  used,  it  would  surely  be  hypercritical  to  insist 
on  the  universality  of  the  statement,  which  would  be  sufficiently  accurate 
if  it  described  the  general  impression  of  Christ's  teaching  derived  from  the 
four  Qospels  collectively.  Certainly  in  none  of  them  is  found  the  connected 
and  argumentative  discourse  of  a  99^i9r4it,  and  we  need  not  except  the 
Fourth  Qospel  if  we  say  that  Christ's  teaching  is  not  0*0^(0  ^M9p^m9^  but 
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excludes  the  longer  parables;  and  if  the  latter  part  of  th& 
Dialogae  had  been  lost,  it  wonld  probably  have  been  used  as 
a  conclusive  proof  that  Justin's  failure  to  refer  to  the  parables 
was  due  to  their  absence  from  his  Memoirs.  It  is  not  till 
towards  the  dose  of  the  Dialogue  ^  that  we  at  last  meet  with 
an  abstract  of  the  parable  of  the  Sower.  And  lastly,  the 
description  is  not  so  inapplicable  to  the  Fourth  Gospel  as  is 
sometimes  alleged.  The  book  contains  in  reality  very  littl& 
connected  argumentation;  and  even  the  longest  discourses- 
consist  rather  of  successive  pearls  of  thought  strung  on  a 
thread  of  association  than  of  consecutive  discussion  and  proof. 
Li  a  previous  chapter  I  have  collected  a  large  number  of 
fipax^U  KOI  crvvTOfjioi  \6yoi,  sayings,  that  is,  which,  however 
closely  some  of  them  may  be  connected  with  their  context, 
contain  in  themselves  complete  and  satisfying  thoughts.  The 
objection,  therefore,  appears  to  me  to  rest  on  a  misunder- 
standing of  Justin's  Greek  and  on  erroneous  criticism,  and  ta 
be  consequently  destitute  of  force. 

But  why,  then,  it  may  be  asked,  has  Justin  not  quoted  the 
Fourth  Gospel  at  least  as  often  as  the  other  three  ?  I  cannot 
tell,  any  more  than  I  can  tell  why  he  has  never  named  the 
supposed  authors  of  his  Memoirs,  or  has  mentioned  only  one 
of  the  parables,  or  made  no  reference  to  the  apostle  Paul,  or 
nowhere  quoted  the  Apocalypse,  though  he  believed  it  to  be  an 
apostolic  and  prophetical  work.  His  silence  may  be  due  ta 
pure  accident,  or  the  book  may  have  seemed  less  adapted  to 
his  apologetic  purposes;  but  considering  how  many  things 
there  are  about  which  he  is  silent,  we  cannot  admit  that  the 
wrgwmeTvtvmh  a  aUeTvtio  possesses  in  this  case  any  validity.' 

*  c.  125. 

2  An  liiBtractive  instance  of  the  danger  of  arguing  from  what  ib  not  told 
is  fomlBhed  hj  Theophilna  of  Antioch.  He  does  not  mention  the  names  of 
the  writers  of  the  Qospels,  except  John ;  he  does  not  tell  ns  anything  about 
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I  think,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  as  a  whole,  though 
falling  short  of  demonstration,  is  suf&cient  to  authorize  a 
reasonable  confidence  that  Justin  Martyr  was  acquainted  with 
the  Fourth  QospeL 

Three  questions  which  still  remain  may  be  very  briefly  dis- 
cussed. Did  Justin  include  the  Fourth  Gospel  among  his 
Memoirs?  Thoma,^  though  admitting  that  our  Apologist 
made  ample  use  of  the  Gospel,  yet  for  no  very  obvious  reason 
pronounces  in  the  negative.  But  if  our  examination  of 
Justin's  use  of  fiovoymnh  be  correct,  and  if  the  passages  which 
we  have  regarded  as  quotations  from  the  Gospel  be  really 
such,  the  question  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  The 
second  question  is.  Did  he  regard  the  book  as  historical? 
This  also  is  answered  in  the  negative  by  Thoma,^  who  believes 
that  the  Gospel  was  employed  as  a  doctrinal  commentary  on 
the  historical  tradition  and  ecclesiastical  usage&  If,  however, 
the  Gospel  was  one  of  the  Memoirs,  it  must  have  been  regarded 
as  historical,  at  least  to  a  considerable  extent ;  and  the  three 

anj  of  them ;  he  says  nothing  about  the  origin  or  the  date  of  the  GospelB 
themaelyee,  or  about  their  uae  in  the  Church.  He  quotes  from  them 
extremelj  little,  though  he  quotes  copiously  from  the  Old  Testament 
But  most  singular  of  all,  in  a  defence  of  Christianity  he  tells  us  nothing 
about  Christ  himself ;  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  he  does  not  so  much  as  name 
him  or  allude  to  him ;  and,  if  the  supposition  were  not  absurd,  it  nodght 
be  argued  with  great  plausibility  that  he  cannot  have  known  anything 
about  hiuL  For  he  undertakes  to  explain  the  origin  of  the  word  Chnstian ; 
but  there  is  not  a  word  about  Christ,  and  his  conclusion  is  ii/f7s  r«^ov 
«TjKciecK  K9\o^fi9$a  Xpivriwoi  8ri  XP^M-^^*  fktuor  Btov  [Ad  AiUol,^  L  12]. 
In  the  following  chapter,  when  he  would  establish  the  doctrine  of  the 
resurrection,  you  could  not  imagine  that  he  had  heard  of  the  resurrection 
of  Christ ;  and  instead  of  referring  to  this,  he  has  recourse  to  the  changing 
«easonSy  the  fortune  of  seeds,  the  dying  and  reappearance  of  the  moon,  and 
the  recovery  from  illness.  We  may  learn  from  these  curious  facts  that  it 
is  not  correct  to  say  that  a  writer  knows  nothing  of  certain  things,  simply 
because  he  had  not  occasion  to  refer  to  them  in  his  only  extant  writing, 
or  even  because  he  does  not  mention  them  when  hJB  subject  would  seem 
naturally  to  lead  him  to  do  so. 
1  ZiUaehr.Jwr  wiii.  TheoL,  1875,  pp.  549-553-  *  Pp.  553-56a 
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quotations  from  it  prove  that  Justin  was  willing  to  use  it  as 
an  authority  for  historical  statements.  Nevertheless,  its 
reception  as  a  "spiritual"  or  allegorical  Gospel  may  have 
induced  him  to  rely  chiefly  on  the  Synoptics  for  his  history, 
and  may  help  to  explain  his  manner  of  using  it.  Our  last 
question  is.  Did  Justin  ascribe  the  Gospel  to  the  apostle  John 
as  its  author  ?  To  this  question  also  Thoma  ^  gives  a  negative 
reply.  His  arguments,  however,  are  founded  entirely  on  the 
silence  of  Justin.  The  Apologist,  he  thinks,  could  not  have 
failed  to  name  the  author  of  such  a  work,  had  he  supposed 
him  to  be  one  of  the  Twelve.  But  he  has  failed  to  name  the 
authors  of  his  Memoirs,  though  he  attributed  to  them  an 
apostolic  authority.  I  must  again  repeat  that  it  is  only  in  the 
most  casual  way  that  he  has  named  John  as  the  author  of  the 
Apocalypse.  So  far  from  assuming  that  the  celebrity  of  that 
apostle  must  have  reached  the  ears  of  Tryphon,  he  introduces 
him  as  "  a  certam  man  [ainip  ri?]  among  us  whose  name  was 
John"  ;^  and  so  far  from  insisting  on  his  merits  as  author  of 
the  Apocalypse,  he  does  not  even  say  that  such  a  book  was  in 
existence,  but  only  that  in  a  revelation  made  to  him  he 
prophesied.  For  whatever  reason,  Justin  nowhere  dwells 
upon  the  origin  or  authenticity  of  Christian  writings,  and  the 
little  that  we  can  glean  about  them  is  brought  in  quite 
incidentally.  We  have,  therefore,  no  ground  whatever  for 
assuming  that  if  he  regarded  John  as  the  author  of  the 
Gospel,  he  would  have  said  so.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is 
nothing  in  his  own  writings  to  show  that  he  did  so  regard 
him.  The  most  that  can  be  alleged  is,  that  his  affirmation 
that  the  Memoirs  "were  composed  by  his  [Christ's]  apostles 
and  their  followers,"'  quite  coincides  with  the  traditional 
view.  I  think,  indeed,  that  Hilgenfeld's  criticism  upon  the 
use  of  the  articles  in  this  passage,  rZv  airo(rT6\wv  avrov  koi 
*  Pp.  560-563.  *  jWoZ.,  c  81.  •  DW.,  c.  103. 
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tZv  €K€ivoi9  trapaKo\ov0»f(rairrwv,  is  substantially  correct^ 
Justin  refers  to  the  apostles  and  their  followers  as  two  classes, 
each  of  whom  had  taken  part  in  the  production  of  the 
Gospels;  but  he  does  not  say  whether  one  or  more  from  each 
class  engaged  in  the  labours  of  authorship,  or  whether  the 
same  Gospel  was  or  was  not  composed  partly  by  an  apostle 
and  partly  by  a  follower.  His  object  is  not  to  describe  the 
origin  of  the  several  (Gospels,  but  to  exhibit  the  kind 
of  authority  which  he  claimed  for  their  narrative&  His 
language,  however,  though  inadequate  to  prove  that  he 
possessed  at  least  four  Gospels,  two  of  them  written  by 
apostles  and  two  by  their  followers,  is  precisely  such  as  he 
might  have  used  if  he  held  the  later  traditional  view;  and 
as  evidence  in  this  direction,  it  is  surely  not  without 
significance  that  he  appeals  to  the  authority  of  followers  of 
the  apostles  precisely  in  a  passage  where  he  alludes  to  an 
event  recorded  only  by  Luke,  and  that  he  describes  these 
followers  precisely  by  the  term  which  Luke  applies  to  himself 
in  the  preface  to  his  GospeL  We  are,  then,  entitled  to  assert 
that  as  he  claimed  an  apostolic  origin  for  at  least  one  of  his 
Gospels,  and  as  he  uses  language  quite  consistent  with  the 
traditional  belief  and  curiously  conforming  to  it  in  two 
particulars,  it  is  not  unlikely  that  he  attributed  to  the  Fourth 
Gospel  an  authorship  which  was  so  confidently  and  generally 
ascribed  to  it  some  thirty  years  later.  Thoma's  supposition 
that  the  Gospel,  though  known  to  Justin  and  his  church,  was 
believed  by  them  to  be  of  other  than  apostolic  origin,^  pre- 
supposing as  it  does  that  in  the  next  generation  a  vast 
revolution  in  opinion  took  place  among  Catholics  and  heretics 
alike,  and  proceeded  so  silently  as  to  leave  not  a  trace  in 
history,  appears  to  me  in  the  highest  degree  improbable.  I 
must  conclude,  therefore,  as  best  satisfying  on  the  whole  the 
»  Die  Evamg.  Ju9t4n\  pp.  12  tq^,  *  P.  563. 
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conditions  of  the  case,  not  only  that  Justin  regarded  the  Fourth 

Gospel  as  one  of  the  historical  Memoirs  of  Christ,  but  that  it  is 

not  improbable  that  he  believed  in  its  Johannine  authorship.^ 

If  the  conclusion  which  we  have  now  reached  be  correct,  it 

is  one  of  the  highest  importance ;  for  the  testimony  of  Justin, 

though  not  80  full  as  we  could  wish,  falls  in  so  completely 

with  the  later  view  that  we  can  hardly  help  believing  that 

the  tradition  relied  upon  by  Irenaous  and  his  contemporaries 

was  already  a  tradition  in  the  middle  of  the  century.    The 

Apologist  betrays  no  misgiving  as    to  the    credibility  and 

early  origin  of  the  "  memoirs,"  but  treats  them  throughout  as 

the  acknowledged  authorities  for  Christ's  life  and  teaching. 

They  were  known  by  the  name  of  Gospels.*    They  were  read 

in  the  churchea*    They  were  the  work  of  Apostles,  or,  more 

exactly,  of  the  Apostles  of  Christ  and  their  companions.^ 

1  Dt  Lndvig  Paul  has  discussed  the  relation  between  the  Fourth  Gk)8pel 
and  Justin  in  three  articles,  UAer  die  LogoiUhre  hei  Justinus  Martyr* 
He  admits  the  close  doctrinal  relation  of  the  two  writers,  and  reaches  the 
conclusion  that  they  were  contemporary,  and  wrote  independently  of  one 
another.  He  bases  this  conclusion  on  the  apparent  fact  that  in  some  few 
points,  especially  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Spirit,  the  Gospel  is  clearer  and 
more  definite  than  Justin.  The  positive  arguments  advanced  in  the 
present  chapter  are  not  noticed,  and  I  do  not  think  my  own  investigation 
is  in  any  way  affected  by  Dr  Paul's  treatise.  That  in  some  of  his  thoughts 
the  author  of  the  Qospel  should  have  reached  a  more  advanced  stage,  if 
that  be  really  the  case,  can  surprise  no  one  who  is  acquainted  with  both 
writers.  That  in  the  face  of  his  conclusion  Dr  Paul  can  speak  of  Justin  as 
"  the  first  Christian  writer  of  his  time  "  t  indicates  such  an  enormous  differ- 
ence of  literary  judgment  from  my  own  that  perhaps  I  am  unable  to  enter 
into  his  arguments.  I  should  have  said  that  the  author  of  the  Qospel  was, 
beyond  all  comparison,  the  greatest  spiritual  genius  of  his  time,  and  for 
centuries  afterwards  ;  and  how  this  great,  deep  soul  can  have  been  utterly 
imknown  amid  the  struggling  and  persecuted  Christians,  and  why  his  work 
should  have  been  ascribed  to  an  ignorant  and  narrow-minded  fisherman 
(for  so  the  ''critics"  think  of  John),  who  died  at  least  half  a  century  before 
it  was  published,  remains  without  any  explanation. 
*  ApoLf  i.  66 ;  DiaLj  lo  and  loa  ^  Apol^  i.  67.  *  DtoZ.,  103. 

♦  Jahrhb./.  prot.  TheoL,  1886, 1890,  1891. 
t  Der  erite  ehr%sU4eh$  SehrifuieUer  seiner  Zeit,  1891,  p.  145. 
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This  evidence  is  all  the  stronger  because  it  is  given  quite 
casually,  and  not  in  defence  of  some  opinion  which  the  writer 
wished  to  establish,  and  there  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that 
it  represents  any  belief  but  that  which  was  current  at  the 
time.  But  at  that  time  men  were  still  living  whose  memories 
could  recall  the  closing  years  of  the  apostolic  age ;  and  it  is 
therefore  difficult  to  suppose  that  any  of  the  books  which 
were  used  by  the  Church  as  resting  on  apostolic  authority 
had  only  just  been  published.  The  natural  inference  is  that 
they  had  been  long  in  circulation,  and  that  the  great  mass 
of  Christians  saw  no  reason  for  doubting  their  authenticity. 
And  here  it  may  be  well  to  remark  that  the  fact  thus  arrived 
at  is  nothing  strange  or  improbable.  From  the  herculean 
efforts  which  have  been  made  to  get  rid  of  it,  one  would 
suppose  that  it  was  something  too  horrible  to  be  believed. 
But  surely  the  state  of  facts  which  has  been  imagined  by 
some  critics  is  the  one  which  would  require  the  most  un- 
questionable testimony  to  render  it  credible.  That  the 
Christians  should  have  a  set  of  documents  which  they  regarded 
as  apostolic,  and  on  which  they  baaed  their  religion,  and 
should  incorporate  with  these,  as  undoubtedly  apostolic, 
another  work  which  no  one  had  heard  of  for  fifty  years 
after  the  last  apostle  was  in  his  grave,  and  should  enter  into 
a  spontaneous  conspiracy  of  silence  as  to  its  late  appearance, 
and  this  not  in  one  country,  but  in  France,  Italy,  Greece,  Asia 
Minor,  Syria,  Egypt,  and  Africa,  seems  to  me  to  be  a  fact 
which  would  need  a  very  remarkable  attestation  to  compel  us 
to  accept  it  But  that  the  Christian  churches  should  have  the 
same  set  of  Gospels  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  and 
at  the  end  of  the  second  century,  is  what  we  should  expect 
antecedently  to  testimony ;  and,  therefore,  when  testimony  is 
forthcoming  which  points  to  this  state  of  things,  we  see  no 
occasion  to  apply  the  bludgeon  to  get  rid  of  our  witnesa 
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THE  GOSPEL  AND  THE  FIRST  EPISTLE  OF  JOHN 

We  must  now  endeavour  to  estimate  some  earlier  evidence, 
even  though,  on  the  most  favourable  view,  it  is  not  of  primary 
importance,  for  it  relates  directly  to  the  First  Epistle  of  John, 
and  not  to  the  Qospel.  If,  however,  it  can  be  shown  that  in 
all  probability  the  two  works  proceeded  from  the  same  author, 
and  nearly  at  the  same  time,  whatever  indicates  an  early 
date  for  the  one  must  help  to  establish  the  early  date  of  the 
other.  We  must  therefore  see  whether  there  are  indications 
of  this,  on  which  we  may  reasonably  depend.  The  evidence 
is  of  course  disputed  at  every  point,  and  it  will  be  impossible 
to  do  more  here  than  sketch  the  broad  outlines  of  the  con- 
troversy. Our  first  question  relates  to  the  identity  of  author- 
ship of  the  Gospel  and  Epistle ;  and  to  this  subject  the  present 
chapter  must  be  devoted. 

The  Epistle  is  one  of  those  that  were  universally  received 
by  the  early  Church,  and  it  was  ascribed  without  hesitation 
to  the  Apostle  John.  At  present  we  have  to  consider  only, 
whether  this  judgment  was  right  in  regarding  the  Epistle 
as  the  work  of  the  Evangelist.  The  general  opinion  may  be 
briefly  expressed  in  the  words  of  Westcott :  "  The  writing  is  so 
closely  connected  with  the  Fourth  Qospel  in  vocabulary,  style, 
thought,  scope,  that  these  two  books  cannot  but  be  regarded 
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as  works  of  the  same  author."  ^  This  opinion,  however,  not- 
withstanding the  strength  of  the  evidence,  has  not  been 
universally  accepted,  and,  among  others,  Dr  Martineau  has 
pronounced  against  it.  He  says  that  ''though  long  held  in 
suspense  by  the  apparent  equipoise  of  the  evidence  for  and 
against  their  identity  of  origin,  I  am  at  last  more  impressed 
by  a  few  fundamental  differences  of  religious  conception  per- 
vading the  two  writings  than  by  several  agreements  in  ter- 
minology and  secondary  categories  of  thought,  which  point  to 
some  common  relation  to  the  same  school"  ^  He  believes  that 
"the  antitheses  and  syzygies — Light  and  Darkness,  Truth 
and  Falsehood,  Love  and  Hate,  Life  and  Death,  God  and 
Devil — are  so  akin  to  the  elements  thrown  into  the  gnostic 
speculations,  one  type  of  which  (the  Docetic)  the  writer  of 
the  Epistle  encounters  in  a  passionate  polemic,  that  they  may 
well  be  regarded  rather  as  the  common  vocabulary  of  theo- 
sophic  criticism  in  a  given  area  and  age  than  as  characteristics 
of  personal  thought  and  taste."'  On  this  judgment  two 
observations  may  be  made.  First,  where  there  is  anything 
like  equipoise  of  purely  literary  evidence,  it  seems  only  reason- 
able to  allow  the  external  evidence  to  decide.  Dr  Martineau 
apparently  regards  this  as  worthless,  because  it  is  sometimes 
mistaken.  I  have  already  explained  why,  in  spite  of  its 
occasional  errors,  I  cannot  help  attaching  to  it  considerable 
weight.  Secondly,  I  think  the  resemblances  between  the  two 
works  are  closer  than  Dr  Martineau  indicates.  They  are  con- 
nected not  only  by  terms  and  antitheses  and  certain  turns  of 
thought,  but  by  that  aU-pervading  structure  and  spirit  of 

1  Hu  EpittUi  ofSt  John^  1883,  Introductioii  to  the  First  EpistLe,  p.  zxz. 
These  points  are  fully  illustrated  in  this  introduction,  to  which  it  may  be 
sufficient  to  refer.  See,  on  the  other  side,  the  elaborate  investigation  by 
Holtzmann :  Dot  Prof>lem  dsi  entm  johanneiichm  Briefies  in  ieinem  Vm^ 
hJSikMU  zum  Evangdiumy  in  the  Jahrhud^  /.  pratutanL  Tftao^o^  1881-^2. 

*  Seat  of  AiUhariiy  in  BeUgion^  p.  509.  «  P.  512. 
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language  and  reflection  which  is  known  as  style,  and  which  it 
is  exceedingly  difficult  to  describe  and  tabulate.  This -is  so 
marked,  that  if  the  authors  are  different,  we  must  suppose 
that  one  saturated  his  mind  with  the  work  of  the  other,  so 
that  he  became  an  unconscious  imitator,  and,  without  any 
appearance  of  borrowing,  appropriated  whole  phrases  to  which 
he  supplies  a  different  setting  and  application.  Perhaps  this 
is  not  impossible ;  but  when  identity  of  style  thus  expresses 
itself  through  an  unconstrained  blending  of  resemblance  and 
difference,  and  when  two  writings,  in  their  combined  simplicity 
and  depth,  stand  apart  from  all  the  surviving  literature  of  the 
period,  it  is  easier  to  believe  in  the  alleged  unity  of  author- 
ship than  that  one  writer  had  so  strange  a  double,  who  cast 
this  one  little  effort  of  genius  into  the  stream  of  time,  and 
remained  himself  unknown. 

To  set  aside  this  evidence,  the  differences  of  religious  con- 
ception must  be,  as  Dr  Martineau  says,  '"fundamental" 
Differences  of  more  or  less  are  unimportant,  for  a  man  does 
not  embody  the  whole  of  his  thought  in  a  few  pages.  Shades 
of  variation  are  also  unimportant;  for  one  seldom  succeeds  in 
expressing  the  whole  even  of  a  single  spiritual  thought  at  one 
time,  but  now  one  aspect  and  now  another  of  a  many-sided 
truth  comes  up  for  consideration,  according  to  the  object  in 
view.  We  must  also  guard  against  attributing  to  these  early 
writers  a  dogmatic  fixity  which  could  hardly  exist  so  long  as 
the  mind  was  more  interested  in  the  spiritual  and  practical 
application  of  the  truth  than  in  its  intellectual  formulation. 
Still  there  might  be  differences  which  would  be  decisive.  For 
instance,  if  a  letter  which  professed  to  have  been  written  by 
Paul  in  the  later  period  of  his  life  insisted  that  all  Gentiles 
must  be  circumcised  and  keep  the  law  on  pain  of  damnation, 
we  should  reject  it  without  any  misgiving  as  an  impudent 
forgery ;  for  such  a  difference  from  the  genuine  letters  would 
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be  fundamental.  Are  there  any  such  differences  in  the  case 
before  us?  Dr  Martineau  indicates  five  "characteristic  features 
in  the  two  productions  which/'  he  thinks, ''  could  not  co-exist 
in  the  same  mind"  It  may  be  sufficient  for  us  to  notice 
these,  as  the  strongest  instances  that  can  be  produced. 

(i)  He  says :  "  The  idea  of  Bepentance  and  Forgiveness  are 
foreign  to  the  evangelist's  conception  of  the  relation  between 
God  and  man,  and  the  words  never  occur.  In  the  Epistle 
(i.  8,  9)  we  read, '  If  we  say  we  have  no  sin,  we  deceive  our- 
selves, and  the  truth  is  not  in  us.  If  we  confess  our  sins,  he 
is  faithful  and  just  to  forgive  us  our  sins,  and  to  cleanse  us 
from  all  unrighteousness.' "  ^  But  it  is  surely  not  sufficient  to 
allege  that  the  Gospel  does  not  dwell  on  the  idea  of  repentance 
and  forgiveness ;  it  must  be  shown  that  it  is  antagonistic  to 
this  idea.  Now,  what  are  the  facts  ?  We  must  observe,  in 
the  first  place,  that  the  (Gospel  is  about  seven  times  as  long  as 
the  Epistle.  No  one  will  say  that  the  idea  of  sin  is  foreign 
to  the  Evangelist ;  and  yet  the  word  is  found  oftener  in  the 
Epistle  than  in  the  Gospel  The  noun  occurs  seventeen  times 
in  each ;  the  verb  three  times  in  the  (Gospel,  ten  times  in  the 
Epistle.  The  latter,  therefore,  is  in  proportion  to  its  bulk 
occupied  with  the  idea  of  sin  nine  times  more  than  the  former. 
This  is  easily  explained  by  its  more  practical  and  hortatory 
character;  but  it  removes  our  surprise  that  some  aspects  of 
the  subject  are  presented  which  are  not  in  the  Gospel.  Again, 
the  words  "repent"  and  "repentance"  are  as  foreign  to  the 
one  writing  as  to  the  other ;  and  as  showing  the  precariousness 
of  this  kind  of  argument,  I  may  mention  that  the  same  words 
are  absent  from  all  but  three  of  the  Pauline  Epistles — Romans, 
2nd  Corinthians  and  2nd  Timothy.  It  is  not  repentance,  but 
confession,  that  is  referred  to  in  the  Epistle ;  and  this  reference 
is  made  only  once.    In  the  Gospel  it  is  obstinate  persistence  in 

1  P.  509. 
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sin  that  keeps  men  from  Christ,  and  the  confession  of  Christ 
is  tantamount  to  the  confession  of  personal  sin,  for  ¥dthout  that 
confession,  involving  faith,  men  will  die  in  their  sins  (viii.  24). 
This  is  also  the  doctrine  of  the  Epistle.  It  is  on  account  of 
Christ's  name  that  men's  sins  are  forgiven  (ii  12),  and  those 
who  confess  Christ  abide  in  God,  and  cannot  sin  (ii.  23,  iv.  2, 
1 5,  iii.  6, 9,  V.  18).  Lastly,  the  forgiveness  of  sins  is  not  absent 
from  the  Gospel.  Christ  is  represented  as  saying  to  his 
Apostles,  after  the  resurrection,  "  Whose  soever  sins  ye  forgive, 
they  are  forgiven  "  (xx.  23).  It  may  be  said  that  the  idea  of 
forgiveness  is  involved  in  the  words,  "The  wrath  of  God 
abideth  on  him  "  (iii.  36),  for  this  is  equivalent  to  '*  he  shall  not 
be  forgiven";  and  to  say  that  he  who  does  not  believe  shall 
not  be  forgiven  implies  that  he  who  believes  shall  be  forgiven. 
I  am  unable,  therefore,  to  recognize  here  a  fundamental 
difference. 

(2)  It  is  said  that  "  the  gospel  knows  nothing  of  an  atoning 
or  propitiatory  efficacy  in  the  blood  of  Christ.  The  Epistle 
says,  *  the  blood  of  Jesus  his  Son  cleanseth  us  from  all  sin ' 
(i  7).  'I  write  unto  you,  my  little  children,  because  your 
sins  are  forgiven  you  for  his  name's  sake'  (ii.  12).  'Herein 
is  love,  not  that  we  loved  God,  but  that  he  loved  us,  and  sent 
his  Son  to  be  the  propitiation  for  our  sins'  (iv.  10)."  Dr 
Martineau  might  have  added  ii.  2,  where  also  Christ  is  called 
"a  propitiation  for  our  sina"  The  term  "propitiation"  is 
peculiar  to  the  Epistle,  and  this  and  kindred  words  are 
exceedingly  rare  in  the  New  Testament.  Still  their  occurrence 
can  hardly  prove  a  difference  of  authorship,  if  we  may  judge 
from  the  example  of  Paul,  who  once^  speaks  of  Christ  as 
iXcumipiovy  but  nowhere  else  uses  this  term  or  any  of  its 
cognates.  Further,  we  must  observe  that  it  is  Christ  himself, 
and  not  his  blood,  that  is  called  an  iXaa-fAo^.    His  blood  is  not 

1  Rom.  ilL  25. 
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said  to  propitiate  God,  but  to  deanse  us ;  and  in  the  Gospel 
eating  his  flesh  and  drinking  his  blood  is  represented  as  the 
source  of  eternal  life  (vi.  $3-56).  Again,  the  doctrine  that 
Christ  takes  away  sin,  and  that  his  death  confers  a  benefit 
upon  the  world,  is  very  distinctly  laid  down  in  the  Gospel, 
and  sometimes  in  language  almost  identical  with  that  of  the 
Epistle.  He  is  called ''  the  lamb  of  God  that  takes  away  the 
sin  of  the  world"  (i.  29).  So  in  the  Epistle  it  is  said  that 
'*  he  was  manifested  to  take  away  sins  "  (iii.  5).  Li  the  Gospel 
Christ  declares  that  he  will  give  his  flesh  '*  for  the  life  of  the 
world"  (vi  51);  "the  good  shepherd  lays  down  his  life  for 
the  sheep,"  and  "  I  lay  down  my  life  tar  the  sheep  "  (x.  11  and 
15).  With  these  expressions  we  may  compare  the  statement 
of  the  Epistle  that  "he  laid  down  his  life  for  us"  (iii.  16). 
Li  the  Gospel  the  high-priest,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  makes 
the  true  assertion  that  Jesus  should  die  for  the  nation,  and 
the  Evangelist  adds,  "and  not  for  the  nation  only,  but  that 
also  he  may  gather  into  one  the  children  of  God  who  are 
scattered  "  (xi.  49-52,  xviii  14),  With  this  we  may  reasonably 
compare  the  doctrine  of  the  Epistle  that  Jesus  is  a  propitiation 
not  for  our  sins  only,  but  for  the  whole  world  (ii  2).  Here, 
then,  I  think  the  Gospel  and  the  Epistle  supplement  rather 
than  contradict  one  another,  and  I  cannot  see  why  the  several 
thoughts  might  not  co-exist  in  the  same  mind 

(3)  "  The  word  Paraclete  is  used  in  the  Gospel  exclusively 
of  the  Holy  Spirit;  in  the  Epistle,  of  Jesus  CJhrist"  It  is 
applied  to  Jesus  Christ  in  the  sense  of  advocate,  but  in  the 
Gospel  Jesus  declines  this  intercessory  character, — "Li  that 
day  ye  shall  ask  in  my  name;  and  I  say  not  unto  you  that  I 
will  pray  the  Father  for  you ;  for  the  Father  himself  loveth 
you,  because  ye  have  loved  me,  and  have  believed  that  I  came 
forth  from  the  Father  (xvi.  26,  27)."  At  first  sight  we  seem 
to  have  here  a  real  difference  of  an  important  kind ;  but  there 
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aire  certain  things  which  Dr  Martineau  has  failed  to  notice 
which  go  far  towards  making  the  two  views  supplementary 
instead  of  contradictory.  When  Jesns  first  speaks  of  the 
Paraclete,  he  says,  "  I  will  ask  the  Father,  and  he  will  give 
you  another  Paraclete,  that  he  may  be  with  you  for  ever" 
(xiv.  16).  Here  two  things  deserve  notice.  First,  Christ  is 
here  represented  as  an  intercessor ;  for  it  is  in  answer  to  his 
request  that  the  Spirit  is  to  be  sent.  Secondly,  the  Spirit 
is  *'cmoiher  Paraclete,"  implying  that  Jesus  was  himself 
a  Paraclete,  But  it  may  be  said  that  he  was  to  relinquish 
the  office  of  intercessor  as  soon  as  the  Spirit  was  sent.  To 
determine  this  we  must  look  more  closely  at  the  verse  quoted 
above.  It  is  at  once  clear  that  the  "you"  is  emphatic,  and 
the  function  of  intercession  is  declined  for  the  apostles  solely 
on  the  ground  that  they  would  not  require  it,  because  their 
love  and  faith  were  sufficient  in  themselves  to  plead  for 
them  with  the  Father.  Does  not  this  imply  that  for  others, 
who  were  in  a  lower  spiritual  condition,  he  might  and  would 
intercede?  But  this  is  exactly  what  the  Epistle  teaches  in 
the  single  passage  where  the  question  is  referred  to : — "  If  any 
man  sin,  we  have  an  advocate  with  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ 
the  righteous,  and  he  is  a  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  not 
for  ours  only, but  also  for  the  whole  world"  (ii.  12).  Here 
it  is  the  sinful  alone  who  require  his  advocacy,  those  only 
who  have  offended  the  Father  that  need  him  as  a  propitiation. 
I  may  observe  in  passing  that  the  propitiation  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  atoning  efficacy  of  his  death.  It  is  in  the 
heavenly  world  that  he,  by  virtue  of  his  righteousness,  pleads 
with  God  and  propitiates  him  towards  sinful  man.  The 
believer,  conscious  that  through  his  sin  he  has  failed  to  keep 
the  Holy  Spirit  in  his  heart  to  intercede  for  him,  may  yet 
remember  that  he  has  an  advocate  on  high,  whose  righteous- 
ness intercedes  for  the  race  which  he  represents,  and  that 
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in  spite  of  his  sin  he  may  come  under  the  shelter  of  that  holy 
name  to  seek  the  grace  which  he  has  forfeited  This  is  not 
the  place  to  enlarge  upon  or  criticise  the  doctrine  which  is 
here  expressed,  and  I  will  only  say  that  there  are  phases  of 
religious  experience  to  which  it  strongly  appeals.  Onr  point 
at  present  is  that  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  teaching  of 
the  Gospel,  and  therefore  this  third  objection  disappears. 

(4)  We  are  reminded  that  *'  the  expectation  of  the  Panisia, 
or  near  return  of  Christ,  to  wind  up  human  history,  and 
establish  the  theocracy,  is  absent  from  the  Gospel,  with  its 
attendant  mythology  of  premonitory  signa  In  the  Epistle  we 
read,  'little  children,  it  is  the  last  hour:  and  as  ye  have 
heard  that  antichrist  cometh,  even  now  there  have  arisen  many 
antichrists ;  whereby  we  know  that  it  is  the  last  hour  *  (ii.  18). 
*We  know  that,  when  he  shall  be  manifested,  we  shall  be 
like  him,  for  we  shall  see  him  even  as  he  is '  (iii.  2)."  No 
stress  can  be  laid  upon  the  word  irapovala^  which  occurs  once 
in  the  Epistle  (ii.  28)  while  it  is  absent  from  the  Gospel ;  for 
it  is  absent  also  from  Mark,  Luke,  and  Acts,  and  (in  its 
special  sense)  from  the  Pauline  Epistles,  with  the  exception  of 
1st  Corinthians  and  ist  and  2nd  Thessalonians.  Nor  are  we 
entitled  to  infer  from  the  writer's  use  of  this  word  that  he  had 
in  his  mind  the  whole  of  ''its  attendant  mythology  of  pre- 
monitory signs,"  for  in  itself  it  denotes  nothing  but  the 
presence  of  Christ,  whether  spiritual  or  physical  The  only 
sign  that  is  mentioned  is  the  appearance  of  antichrist  (ii.  18); 
but  this,  instead  of  being  set  forth  with  its  mythological 
embellishments,  is  explained  away  into  the  coming  of  human 
antichrists,  who  are  animated  by  the  spirit  of  denial  (ii.  22, 
iv.  3).  If  this  spirit  is  regarded  as  a  reality,  no  less  than  the 
Spirit  of  God,  and  even  cus  a  personal  principle  of  evil  to 
whom  the  world  is  subject  (iv.  2-4,  v.  18-19),  still  he  becomes 
manifest  only  through  his  human  agents,  and  the  mythological 
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element  of  his  visible  appearance  and  great  battle  with  the 
Messiah  is  totally  wanting.  Now,  the  Gospel  also  tells  us 
that  "  the  prince  of  the  world  is  coming,  and  has  nothing  in  " 
Christ  (xiv.  30).  Here,  however,  the  reference  is  to  his 
coming  in  order  to  put  an  end  to  Christ's  immediate  work, 
and  there  is  no  allusion  to  his  coming  as  a  sign  of  Christ's 
return.  The  term  "  antichrist,"  moreover,  is  not  used ;  but  the 
periphrasis  admirably  suits  the  idea  of  antichrist  portrayed  in 
the  Epistle.  Here,  then,  there  is  undoubtedly  a  difference  of 
doctrine;  but  I  can  see  nothing  contradictory.  It  was  the 
evil  spirit  of  denial  that  compassed  the  death  of  Jesus ;  and 
an  outbreak  of  the  same  evil,  threatening  to  corrupt  the 
church  itself,  might  be  taken  as  a  sign  that  the  prince  of  the 
world,  feeling  himself  in  danger,  was  entering  on  his  last 
desperate  struggle. 

But  what  of  the  second  coming  of  Christ  ?  It  is  mentioned 
in  the  Epistle  as  his  "presence"  and  "manifestation,"  and 
there  is  not  a  word  about  its  mythological  accompaniments. 
For  anything  that  appears  it  may  be  wholly  spiritual;  for 
the  one  thing  referred  to  is  that  we  shall  be  like  him,  for  we 
shall  see  him  as  he  is,  and  such  seeing  is  purely  spiritual 
On  the  other  hand  the  Qospel,  which  is  said  to  be  so  much 
more  spiritual,  recognizes  the  messianic  function  of  raising  the 
dead, — "  An  hour  is  coming  in  which  all  that  are  in  the  graves 
shall  hear  his  voice,  and  shall  come  forth,  they  that  did  good 
unto  the  resurrection  of  life,  they  that  practised  evil  unto  the 
resurrection  of  judgment"  (v.  28,  29).  Dr  Martineau  admits 
that  these  words  refer  to  the  "  literally  dead,"  and  that  the 
evangelist  reserves  "the  last  day"  for  this  resurrection^;  but 
if  so,  the  writer  must  have  believed  in  Christ's  second  coming 
at  an  early  date.  The  last  chapter  of  the  Gospel  is  equally 
explicit, — "  If  I  will  that  he  tarry  till  I  come,  what  is  that  to 

»  P.  439,  note. 
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thee?"  (xxi  22).    There  are  also  several  other  passages  m 
which  the  second  coming,  though  it  may  be  of  a  spiritual 
kind,  is  distinctly  alluded  to : — "  I  am  coming  to  you.    Tet  a 
little  while,  and  the  world  beholds  me  no  more,  but  ye  behold 
me"  (xiv.  18,  19).    "I  go  away,  and  come  to  you"  (xiv.  28). 
''  A  little  while,  and  ye  behold  me  no  more,  and  again  a 
little  while,  and  ye  shall  see  me"  (xvL  16).    " He  that  loveth 
me  shall  be  loved  by  my  Father,  and  I  will  love  him,  and  will 
manifest  myself  to  him  "  (xiv.  21).    '*  I  will  see  you  again,  and 
your  heart  shall  rejoice  "  (xvi  22).^    These  expressions  seem  to 
point  rather  to  a  continuous  spiritual  coming  to  believers' 
hearts  than  to  any  definite  and  external  fact;  but  if  this  is 
inconsistent  with  the  language  of  the  Epistle,  it  is  still  more 
inconsistent  with  the  passage  in  the  (Gospel  about  the  resur- 
rection.   The  ideas  with  which  we  are  dealing  are  not,  in  a 
mind  like  John's,  cut  up  and  distributed  into  neatly  labelled 
parcels,  but  have  a  largeness  and  vagueness  which  adapt  them 
to  varying  moods;  and  the  writer  expresses  them  in  words 
suited  to  his  immediate  purpose,  and  never  thinks  of  bringing 
his  statements  together,  and  seeing  how  far  they  logically 
cohere.    In  the  present  instances  I  can  see  nothing  but  phases 
of  the  same  mind,  now  rejoicing  in  the  deamess  of  a  constant 
spiritual  vision,  and  again  looking  forward  to  a  glory  to  be 
revealed. 

(5)  The  evangelist  retains  ''  a  remnant  of  eschatology  in  the 
phrase '  the  last  day.' "  The  language  of  xiv.  2-4  and  xvii. 
20-24  suggests  the  ''  intended  fulfilment "  of  Christ's  promises 
''  in  each  separate  disciple  successively  called  away.  But  the 
language  is  not  inconsistent  with  an  intermediate  sleep  of  the 
dead  till  their  number  was  made  up  and  the  moment  of 
awakening  should  have  arrived  for  all.    In  this  case  would 

1  In  xiy.  2X|  ^'mamfest''  is  ifi^wt^m  ifAavrSv.    In  the  £pi8tld  the  ex- 
pression is  iay  ituy^pmBfj  ili.  2. 
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be  realised  that  other  word  of  Christ, '  This  is  the  will  of  him 
that  sent  me,  that  of  all  that  he  hath  given  me  I  should  lose 
nothing,  but  should  raiae  itupatihe  last  day '  (vi.  39).    The 
Gtospel,  then,  and  the  Epistle  are  not  at  variance  as  to  the 
existence  of  a  'last  day/    But  in  their  account  of  it  they 
differ :  in  the  Epistle,  it  is  the  'judgment  day,  '  Herein  is  love 
made  perfect,  that  we  may  have  boldness  in  the  day  of  judg- 
ment' (iv.  17) ;  in  the  Gk)6pel,  it  is  the  resurrection  day;  and 
the  process  of  judgment  is  expressly  shifted  away  from  that 
future  day  into  the  present,  and  the  eternal  life  or  death 
determined  and  self -pronounced  already  in  the  devotion  or 
aversion  of  each  soul  to  the  Holy  One  of  Qod.    'He  that 
believeth  on  him  ia  Tiot  judged :  and  he  that  believeth  not 
hath  been  jvdged  ah'eady,  because  he  hath  not  believed  on 
the  name  of  the  only-begotten  Son  of  Qod '  (iii.  18) :  'If  any 
man  hear  my  sayings  and  keep  them  not,  I  judge  him  not; 
for  I  came  not  to  judge  the  world,  but  to  save  the  world.    He 
that  rejecteth  me  and  receiveth  not  my  sayings,  hath  one  that 
judgeth  him :  the  word  that  I  speak,  the  same  shall  judge  him 
in  the  last  day'  (xii.  47,  48)."    One  would  suppose  that  this 
last  quotation,  which  expressly  asserts  that  there  will  be  a 
judgment  in  the  last  day,  would  upset  the  entire  argument, 
though  Dr  Martineau  is  not  impressed  by  this,  and  must,  I 
suppose,  have  understood  by  the  phrase  the  last    day    of 
each  disdple.    We  must,  however,  survey  the  facts  a  little 
more  fully,  as  they  are  very  instructive.    In  the  first  place, 
the  phrase  ''  the  last  day  "  does  not  occur  in  the  Epistle  at  all, 
whereas  we  find  it  six  times  in  the  Oospel  (vi  39,  40,  44, 
54,  xi.  24,  xii.  48).    The  Epistle  refers  once  to  "  the  day  of 
judgment"  (iv.  17),  and  this  is  the  only  allusion  which  it 
contains  to  a  last  day,  and  the  sole  ground  on  which  the 
above  argument  is  based,  for  the  "last  hour"  which  is  spoken 
of  in  ii  18  evidently  denotes  the  closing  period  of  the  world's 
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pre-messianic  history.  Further,  the  verse  which  speaks  of  a 
day  of  judgment  evidently  does  not  teach  that  the  righteous 
are  to  be  judged,  but  rather  the  contrary:  when  judgment 
falls  upon  the  world,  the  righteous  will  be  without  fear, 
because  they  are  as  Christ  himself,  and  their  love  has  been 
made  perfect,  so  that  they  abide  in  God,  and  God  in  them. 
Love  is  represented  as  the  very  substance  of  life : — ''  We  have 
passed  out  of  death  into  life,  because  we  love  the  brethren ; 
he  that  loves  not  abides  in  death.  Everyone  that  hates  his 
brother  is  a  murderer,  and  ye  know  that  no  miurderer  has 
eternal  life  abiding  in  him"  (iii  14,  15).  Consequently  one 
has  not  to  wait  for  eternal  life ;  the  Christian  has  it  now : — 
"He  that  has  the  Son  has  the  life"  (v.  12).  "These  things 
I  wrote  to  you  that  ye  may  know  that  ye  have  eternal  life  " 
(v.  13).  When  to  these  quotations  we  add  the  fact  that  no 
resurrection  is  mentioned,  we  might  plausibly  argue  that  the 
Epistle  is  far  more  spiritual  than  the  Gospel,  and  knows 
nothing  of  its  mythological  conception  of  the  resurrection, 
the  dead  all  rising  up  out  of  their  graves  on  the  last  day. 
But  I  suppose  we  shall  not  wish  to  apply  this  dreary  literalism 
to  a  writer  like  the  evangelist. 

Let  us  now  turn  to  the  Gospel,  and  see  if  its  doctrine  of 
judgment  really  differs  essentially  from  that  of  the  Epistle. 
We  have  seen  that  he  that  rejects  Christ  is  to  be  judged  at 
the  last  day.  But  there  is  another  passage  equally  plain: 
they  that  practise  evil  are  at  a  certain  hour  to  come  forth  out 
of  their  tombs  "  unto  a  resurrection  of  judgment"  (v.  29).  On 
the  other  hand,  he  that  believes  "  has  eternal  life,  and  comes 
not  into  judgment,  but  has  passed  out  of  death  into  life" 
(v.  24).  Here  we  have  not  only  the  doctrine,  but  for  the  most 
part  the  very  language  of  the  Epistle.  The  words  "  comes  not 
into  judgment "  are  not  in  the  Epistle,  but  their  meaning  is 
fully  implied  in  the  "boldness"  which  the  righteous  are  to 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


DR  MARTINEAU'S  VIEW  175 

have  in  that  dreadful  day.  This  might  seem  a  sufficient 
reason  for  questioning  the  weight  of  the  argument,  but  it  is 
worth  while  noticing  a  few  other  passages,  which  show  that 
there  is  far  more  contradiction  between  different  statements  of 
the  Qospel  itself  than  there  is  between  the  Qospel  and  the 
Epistle.  Christ  says  that  he  came  not  to  judge  the  world 
(iiL  17,  xii.  47),  and  that  he  judges  no  man  (viii.  15).  But 
elsewhere  he  says, ''  I  have  many  things  to  speak  and  judge 
concerning  you  "  (viii.  26),  and  that  the  Father  "  has  given  all 
judgment  to  the  Son"  (v.  22),  and  "gave  him  authority  to 
execute  judgment,  because  he  is  the  Son  of  Man"  (v.  27); 
and  this  last  passage  is  in  immediate  connection  with  the  one 
abeady  quoted  about  the  resurrection.  In  these  passages  the 
judgment  is  future.  Elsewhere  it  is  past :  ''  He  that  believes 
not  has  been  judged  already"  (iii.  18).  "The  prince  of 
this  world  has  been  judged"  (xvi.  11).  Yet  again  it  is 
present:  "Now  is  the  judgment  of  this  world"  (xii.  31).! 
There  is  a  similar  variation  in  connection  with  the  doctrine 
of  the  resurrection.  We  have  seen  that  men  were  to  come 
out  of  their  tombs ;  and  we  learn  further  that  Christ  would 
personally  raise  the  believers  in  him  "in  the  last  day" 
(vi.  39,  40,  44,  54).  And  yet,  imbedded  within  these  very 
passages,  as  well  as  elsewhere,  we  are  taught  that  eternal  life 
is  a  present  possession  (iii.  36,  v.  24,  vi.  47,  54).  And  not  only 
so,  but  when  Martha  declares  her  conviction  that  her  brother 
should  rise  in  the  resurrection  in  the  last  day,  Jesus  announces 
that  he  is  the  resurrection,  and  that  he  that  believes  on  him 
shall  live,  though  he  were  dead,  and  that  he  who  lives  and 
believes  on  him  shall  never  die  (xi  25,  26).  Surely  these 
examples  show  that  we  must  not  bind  the  evangelist  to  a 
rigid  sense  for  every  phrase,  and  turn  the  flowing  and  vivid 
expressions  of  spiritual   thought    into    the  dead    fixity    of 

*  ¥vv  Kplffis  i^rhf  JCT.X- 
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intellectual  dogma.  We  must  onderstand  such  sayings  in 
the  spirit,  and  not  in  the  letter;  and  the  spirit,  in  sympathetic 
communion  with  the  spirit  of  the  writer,  will  detect  hidden 
harmonies  which  the  intellect  fails  to  discover. 

On  a  survey,  then,  of  the  whole  case  I  am  unable  to 
perceive  fundamental  differences  of  conception.  On  the 
contrary  I  see  substantially  the  same  vein  of  thought, 
and  detect  the  same  mental  characteristics,  with  just  those 
shades  of  variation  which  one  may  expect  to  meet  in  the 
same  mind,  and  especially  in  a  mind  of  this  particular  order. 
I  am  therefore  obliged  to  adhere  to  the  ancient  view  that  the 
Gospel  and  the  Epistle  are  works  of  the  same  author. 

We  are  on  less  certain  ground  when  we  attempt  to  deter- 
mine the  relative  dates  of  the  two  writings.  The  view  has 
often  been  adopted  that  they  belong  closely  to  one  another, 
and  that  the  Epistle  was  published  either  as  commendatory 
prolegomena  or  as  a  hortatory  postscript  to  the  Gospel ;  and 
even  Bleek,  who  thinks  that  they  are  quite  independent  of 
one  another,  nevertheless  admits  that  they  are  connected  in  so 
many  ways  that  they  cannot  have  been  far  apart  in  the  time 
of  their  composition.^  We  have  no  external  evidence  to 
determine  this  question;  but  lightfoot  calls  attention  to  a 
curious  fact,  which  may  have  some  bearing  on  the  subject 
"The  writer"  of  the  Muratorian  Canon  "detaches  the  First 
Epistle  of  St  John  from  the  Second  and  Third,  and  connects 
it  with  the  Gk)spel.  Either  he  himself,  or  some  earlier 
authority  whom  he  copied,  would  appear  to  have  used  a 
manuscript  in  which  it  occupied  this  position."*  May  we 
suppose  that  the  Gospel  and  the  Epistle  were  originally 
published  together,  and  became  detached  only  when  the 
Gospels  were  grouped  into  one  class  of  writings  and  the 

1  EifdeU.^  pp.  767-B. 

^  Essays  on  Supernatural  Beligionj  p.  190. 
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Epistles   into   another?     This   is   not   impossible;    but    the 

evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  any  confident  conclusion. 

Lightfoot,  however,  who  beheves  that   his   view  that   the 

Epistle   is   a  postscript  is    "strongly    confirmed"    by    the 

Muratorian  Canon,  relies  upon  internal  evidence.    The  Gospel 

ends  with  the  endorsement  of  the  elders,  to  whom  it  has  been 

dictated, — ^"'This  is  the    disciple  which    testifieth    of    these 

things,  and   wrote    these    things,  and    we   know   that    his 

testimony  is  true."    Then  comes  the  hortatory    postscript, 

"  which  was  intended  (we  may  suppose)  to  be  circulated  with 

the  narrative.    It  has  no  opening  salutation,  like  the  two 

Epistles  proper — the  second  and  third — which  bear  the  same 

Apostle's  name.    It  begins  at  once  with  a  reference  to  the 

Gospel  narrative  which  (on  this  hypothesis)  has  preceded.  .... 

The  use  of  the  plural  here^  links  on  the  opening  of  the 

Epistle  with  the  close  of  the  Gospel.    The  Apostle  begins  by 

associating  with  himself  the  elders,  who  have  certified  to  the 

authorship  and  authenticity  of  the  narrative.     Having  done 

this,  he  changes  to  the  singular,  and  speaks  in  his  own  name — 

'I  write.*    The  opening  phrase  of  the  Epistle,  'That  which 

was  from  the  beginning,'  is  explained  by  the  opening  phrase 

of  the  Gospel,  *  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word.'    The  whole 

Epistle  is  a  devotional  and  moral  application  of  the  main 

ideas  which  are  evolved  historically  in  the  sayings^  and  doings 

of    Christ  recorded  in  the  Gospel.      The  most   perplexing 

saying  in  the  Epistle, '  He  that  came  by  water  and  by  blood,' 

illustrates  and  is  itself  illustrated  by  the  most  perplexing 

incident  in  the  Gospel,  'There  came  forth  water  and  blood.' 

We  understand  at  length,  why  in  the  Gospel  so  much  stress  is 

laid  on  the  veracity  of  the  eye-witness  just  at  this  point,  when 

we  see  from  the  Epistle  what  significance  the  writer  would 

attach  to  the  incident,  as  symbolizing  Christ's  healing  power."* 

1  "  Which  we  have  heard,"  etc.  *  /6.,  pp.  187-8. 

12 
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I  have  quoted  this  passage  at  length  on  aoconnt  of  the  interest 
of  the  suggestion  which  it  contains;  but  I  am  afraid  we  can 
hardly  regard  it  as  more  than  the  plausible  conjecture  of  a 
learned  and  thoughtful  man.  It  may,  however,  help  to 
establish  the  dose  proximity  of  the  two  works  in  their  date  of 
publication.  But  there  are  other  apparent  references  to  the 
Gospel  which  have  been  pointed  out  in  the  Epistle.  Epistle 
iL  7-8  (compare  iii.  23),  where  the  new  commandment  of  love 
is  spoken  of,  reminds  one  of  the  Gospel  ziiL  34,  xv.  10,  I2. 
Epistle  V.  g,  the  testimony  of  God  *  concerning  his  Son,  is 
explained  by  the  Gospel,  v.  32,  x.  25.  Epistle  iii  8,  "The 
devil  sins  from  the  beginning,"  resembles  John  viii.  44,  the 
devil  "was  a  murderer  from  the  beginning."  Epistle  v.  13, 
"  These  things  I  wrote  to  you  who  believe  on  the  name  of  the 
Son  of  God,  that  ye  may  know  that  ye  have  eternal  life/' 
seems  modelled  upon  John  xx.  31,  "These  things  have  been 
written,  that  ye  may  believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son 
of  God,  and  that  believing  ye  may  have  life  in  his  name." 
In  ii.  12-14  the  thrice-repeated  ypa^w  refers  to  the  Epistle, 
and  eypa^a  is  most  easily  explained  as  an  allusion  to  the 
Gospel.  This  last  instance,  if  we  could  be  sure  of  the 
reference  of  eypayj^a^  would  decide  the  order  of  composition ; 
but  the  rest  hardly  pass  beyond  resemblances  of  thought  and 
expression,  which  might  be  indefinitely  multiplied,  and  do  not 
determine  on  which  side  the  priority  lies.  Moreover  we  must 
not  altogether  lose  sight  of  Bleek's  suggestion,  that  the 
substance  of  John's  Gospel  was  probably  known  from 
frequent  oral  repetition  before  it  was  committed  to  writing. 
In  opposition  to  the  foregoing  view,  Beuss^  nm.iTifq.^nq  the 
priority  of  the  Epistle.  The  Logos-doctrine  is  not  yet  for- 
mulated. If  this  argument  is  valid,  we  must  allow  at  least  a 
reasonable  interval  between  the  two  works;  but  I  am  inclined 
1  QtKhichJU  dm  hdigm  Schr^ten  N.T^  §  225. 
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to  think  that  it  aasumes  a  more  complete  system  of  thought 
than  can  be  found  in  either.  The  Logos-doctrine,  as  such, 
does  not  appear  in  the  Gospel  beyond  the  Proem ;  and  there  it 
is  sketched  in  grand  outlines,  which  required  a  great  deal  of 
filling  in  with  philosophical  comment  to  bring  it  into  the 
shape  of  the  later  dogma.  Then  I  am  by  no  means  sure  that 
'Hhe  Logos"  of  the  Gospel,  and  "the  Logos  of  life"  of  the 
Epistle,  are  not  much  more  closely  related  than  they  appear 
to  those  who  look  at  them  only  through  the  haze  of  philo- 
sophical comment.  They  seem  to  be  two  ways  of  endeavour- 
ing to  express  the  same  grand  and  living  thought,  which  had 
not  yet  taken  precise  and  permanent  form,  but  seemed  still 
to  hesitate,  whether  to  cast  itself  in  a  Hebrew  or  a  Grecian 
mould.  Again,  the  reference  to  an  aXXo9  irapaKknros  in  the 
Gospel,  xiv.  16,  seems  to  be  subsequent  to  the  Epistle,  iL  i. 
If  we  had  only  a  literary  dependence  to  think  of,  this  would 
be  a  strong  argument;  but  if  the  writer  was  in  the  habit  of 
speaking  of  Jesus  as  a  TrapoucXvTosi  nothing  could  be  more 
natural  than  his  use  of  the  word  SXXog  when  he  was  applying 
the  same  title  to  the  Spirit.  Lastly,  the  less  spiritual  escha- 
tology  seems  to  point  to  an  earlier  date.  We  have  already 
dealt  with  this  subject;  and  if  the  observations  then  made 
were  correct,  this  argument  too  falls  to  the  ground.  Perhaps, 
then,  we  are  safe  in  saying  that  the  evidence  inclines  slightly 
in  favour  of  the  later  date  of  the  Epistle ;  but  I  do  not  think 
we  should  be  justified  in  expressing  a  very  confident  opinion. 
We  are  more  secure  in  aflSbrming  the  probability  that  both 
works  belong  to  the  same  period,  ancT  that  the  man  who  was 
acquainted  with  one  was  acquainted  with  the  other. 
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CHAPTER  IV 

THE  EPISTLE  OF  POLYCABP 

We  come  now  to  the  Epistle  of  Polycarp,  Bishop  of  Smyrna. 
The  genuineness  of  this  Epistle  has  been  called  in  question,  I 
think  upon  very  insufficient  grounds.  It  would  occupy  far 
too  much  of  our  time  to  examine  the  evidence  in  detail ;  and, 
as  I  have  nothing  fresh  to  add,  I  must  be  content  with  point- 
ing out  the  main  directions  which  the  controversy  assumes, 
and  referring  the  reader  for  full  information  to  Lightfoot's 
Essays  on  Superna/tural  Religion,  and  his  great  edition  of 
the  Apostolic  Fathers,  Fart  II. 

In  one  of  the  passages  in  which  Irenseus  alludes  to  his 
acquaintance  with  Polycarp,  he  states  that  there  is  extant,  a 
letter  of  Polycarp's  addressed  to  the  Philippians,  "  from  which 
those  who  wish,  and  care  for  their  own  salvation,  can  learn 
the  character  of  his  faith  and  the  preaching  of  the  truth."  ^ 
This  is  very  strong  external  evidence ;  for  it  not  only  gives 
the  personal  belief  of  a  pupil  of  Polycarp's,  but  it  implies  that 
it  was  in  such  general  circulation  that  there  would  be  no 
difficulty  in  obtaining  a  copy.  It  is  probable,  therefore,  that 
the  church  at  Philippi  was  acquainted  with  it,  and  they  must 
have  known  whether  it  was  a  recent  production  or  not.  That 
the  churches  in  Asia  accepted  it  as  genuine,  we  may  gather 
from  the  statement  of  Jerome  that  down  to  his  time  it  was 


1  HcBr.f  m.  iii.  4. 
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read  "in  Asice  converUu''^  Irenffius  does  not  indeed  say 
anything  which  necessarily  identifies  the  letter  with  that 
which  has  come  down  to  us;  but  there  is  no  competitor  in 
the  field,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt,  and  I  believe  it  was 
not  till  recently  doubted,  that  the  extant  letter  is  the  one 
referred  to.  This  external  evidence  is  strongly  confirmed  by 
the  internal.  The  Epistle  professes  to  be  by  Polycarp,  so 
that,  if  not  his,  it  is  a  deliberate  forgery.  But  there  is  no 
appearance  of  forgery  about  it.  It  is  modest,  simple,  and 
devout,  and  suits  all  that  we  know  of  the  character  of  the 
alleged  author.  The  undeveloped  condition  of  the  doctrine, 
and  the  nature  of  the  allusions  to  ecclesiastical  organization, 
alike  point  to  a  very  early  date,  and  there  is  nothing  which 
indicates  a  later  time.  Why,  then,  is  its  genuineness 
doubted?  Mainly  because  it  bears  witness  to  the  existence 
of  the  Ignatian  letters  and  to  the  journey  of  Ignatius  to  his 
martyrdom  in  Rome.'  This  opens  up  a  vast  subject,  which  it 
is  impossible  for  us  to  discuss;  but  I  must  indicate  very 
briefly  its  bearing  on  the  question  before  u& 

A  number  of  epistles  have  come  down  to  us  under  the  name 
of  Ignatius,  bishop  of  Antioch  in  Syria.  These  letters  exist 
in  three  forms  or  recensions.  The  first  contains  only  three 
epistles,  which  have  been  preserved,  in  this  form,  only  in  a 
Syriac  version.  The  second  comprises  seven  epistles,  the 
three  of  the  Syriac  version  in  an  amplified  form,  and  four 
others.  Of  this  recension  we  possess  the  original  Greek,  as 
well  as  translations  in  Latin  and  Armenian,  and  fragments  in 
Syriac  and  Coptic.  This  is  referred  to  sometimes  as  the 
shorter  Greek,  sometimes  as  the  Yossian  recension,  the  Greek 
of  six  of  the  epistles  having  been  published  for  the  first  time 
by  Isaac  Yoss,  in   1646.    The  third  form  includes  thirteen 

1  Ftr.  UL^  zvii. ;  Lightfoot,  Euayz^  p.  105,  note  2. 
^  iz.  and  ziii. 
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letters,  of  which  one,  however,  is  addressed  to  Ignatins, 
instead  of  professmg  to  be  written  by  him.  Seven  of  the 
epistles  are  an  enlarged  edition  of  those  embraced  by  the 
second  recension.  This  largest  form  has  been  preserved  in 
Greek  and  Latin ;  and  the  six  additional  epistles,  having  beai 
added  to  the  second  form,  have  been  translated  also  into 
the  other  languages  mentioned  under  that  head  Lightf  oot 
pnrposes  to  distinguish  these  three  collections  as  the  short, 
middle,  and  long  forms  or  recensions  respectively.^  It  is 
admitted  on  all  hands  that  the  long  form  is  spurious.  Cureton, 
who  discovered  and  published  the  ancient  Syriac  version,* 
maintained  that  we  were  at  last  in  possession  of  the  genuine 
Ignatius,  and  in  this  conviction  he  was  followed  by  many 
learned  men.  Others,  however,  still  defended  both  the  priority 
and  the  genuineness  of  the  middle  recension,  and  laghtfoot 
has  devoted  all  the  resources  of  his  learning  to  the  establish- 
ment of  this  positioa  Others,  again,  and  especially  the 
adherents  of  the  Tubingen  school,  regard  the  whole  literature 
as  spurious.' 

Now,  even  if  it  could  be  shown  that  all  these  letters  were 
spurious,  I  cannot  see  that  we  should  be  obliged  to  reject  the 
Epistle  of  Polycarp ;  for  it  might  still  be  true  that  Ignatius 
was  taken  to  Rome  to  be  martyred,  and  that  on  the  journey 
he  wrote  the  letters  to  whidi  the  Epistle  of  Polycarp  alludes. 
For  some  unknown  reason  these  letters  may  have  perished, 
and  others  have  been  forged  at  a  later  time  in  their  place,  or 
they  may  have  be^i  so  tampered  with  that  we  can  no  longer 
depend  upon  them.  I  am  not  saying  that  this  is  likely,  but 
only  that  it  is  less  unlikely  than  that  an  epistle  which  bears 
every  mark  of  genuineness  should  be  a  forgery;  for  we 
must  remember  that  the  allusions  are  not  of  a  kind  to  identify 

'  For  the  above,  aee  Ligfatfoot,  ApoitoUc  FaJtken^  Part  II.  YoL  i  pp.  70  499. 
2  London,  1845.  ^  See  Lightfoot,  f(.,  p.  280  iqq. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


GENUINENESS  183 

any  of  the  Ignatian  letters  which  have  come  down  to  us. 
This  view  is  confirmed  by  a  fact  which  I  think  lightf oot  has 
proved  to  demonstration,  that  the  Epistles  of  Polycarp  and  of 
Ignatius  have  not  been  written  by  the  same  hand,  and  that 
the  former  is  in  no  way  designed  to  support  the  ecclesiastical 
position  maintained  by  the  latter.  There  would  therefore  be 
no  inconsistency  in  accepting  the  Epistle  of  Polycarp  as 
conclusive  evidence  that  there  was  once  a  genuine  Ignatian 
literature,  and  at  the  same  time  entertaining  doubts  whether 
we  could  depend  upon  any  of  the  forms  in  which  that 
literature  has  reached  our  own  time.  Accordingly  it  is 
not  necessary  for  us  here  to  attempt  to  come  to  a  decision 
in  the  controversy  about  the  Epistles  of  Ignatius;  for 
whatever  may  be  the  ultimate  verdict,  I  think  we  may 
still  retain  the  conviction  that  the  Elpistle  of  Polycarp  is 
genuine. 

A  fresh  attack,  however,  proceeding  upon  other  grounds, 
has  been  made  by  the  Bev.  Jos.  M.  Cotterill  in  a  long  article 
contained  in  the  Jowmal  of  PkHology,  vol.  xix.,  no.  38, 1891. 
The  writer  suggests  that  the  Epistle  was  forged  by  Antiochus 
PalsastinensiB,  a  writer  of  the  early  part  of  the  seventh  century, 
whose  130  Homilies  recommend  various  moral  duties,  and 
enforce  their  lessons  by  quotations  from  the  Scriptures  and 
the  Fathera  The  Epistle  and  the  Homilies  coincide  in  two 
passages  of  some  length  as  well  as  in  some  minor  expres- 
sions; and  Mr  Cotterill  contends  that  these  are  so  related  to 
one  another  as  to  prove  that  the  indebtedness  is  on  the  side 
of  the  Epistle.  He  professes  to  take  as  his  model  Bishop 
lightfoot's  investigation  of  a  similar  connection  between  the 
long  form  of  the  Ignatian  Epistles  and  the  Apostolical 
CSonstitutiona^  These  writings  exhibit  frequent  and  minute 
coincidences,  and  the  question  is,  which  is  dependent  on  the 
>  In  the  Afodolic  Faihan^  Part  II.  Vol  i.  p.  263  tq. 
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other  ?  Lightf oot ''  invites  his  readers  to  place  the  language 
of  parallel  passages  with  their  contexts  side  by  side,  and  to 
conclude  that  that  writer  whose  language  is  again  and  again 
explained  by  the  other  must  needs  have  been  the  copyist."  ^ 
This  is  the  obvious,  and  indeed  the  only,  course  to  pursue  in 
a  case  of  this  kind ;  and  it  is  dear  that  the  evidence  might 
be  of  every  degree  of  strength,  from  zero  up  to  a  proof  which 
would  convince  every  reasonable  mind  Now  I  think  Idght- 
f oot  has  established  a  high  probability  for  his  thesis,  that  the 
Ignatian  forger  is  dependent  on  the  Apostolical  Constitutions, 
for  he  not  only  produces  obscure  or  inaccurate  statements  of 
the  former  which  are  at  once  explained  by  the  parallel  pas- 
sages in  the  latter,  but  he  shows  that  in  one  instance  the 
writer  "accidentally  betrays  the  source  of  his  obligations," 
by  enjoining  reverence  for  the  bishop  ''according  as  the 
blessed  apostles  ordained  for  you,"  and  he  points  out  an 
addition  in  the  enumeration  of  church  officers  which  suggests 
a  later  date.  This  convincing  investigation,  on  which  Mr 
Cotterill  bestows  extravagant  praise,  apparently  for  the 
purpose  of  depreciating  Idghtfoot's  work  in  general,  occupies 
a  little  more  than  a  paga  In  the  long  article  on  the  Epistle 
of  Folycarp  there  is  not  a  single  item  of  evidence  which,  to 
my  mind,  has  anything  approaching  the  same  cogency.  There 
is  no  accidental  allusion  in  the  Epistle  to  the  authority  of  a 
certain  Homily.  There  is  no  introduction  of  later  names 
or  ideas.  I  venture  to  think  there  is  not  a  single  passage 
which  requires  to  be  explained  by  the  Homilies ;  and  I  believe 
the  most  that  can  be  justly  said  is  that  there  are  a  few 
instances  which  might  be  explained  in  the  way  which  Mr 
Cotterill  suggests  if  we  knew  that  the  two  works  were  nearly 
contemporary,  and  were  doubtful  which  was  prior.  This 
position  could  be  established  only  by  a  minute  verbal  examina- 

1  Article,  p.  250. 
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tion,  on  which  we  cannot  enter  here ;  but  a  few  more  general 
considerations  may  be  advancecL 

First,  we  must  notice  the  character  of  the  proposition  which 
is  to  be  proved  In  the  case  of  the  Ignatian  letters  we  know 
from  internal  evidence  that  the  long  recension  is  much  later 
than  the  time  of  Ignatius,  and  there  is  nothing  improbable  in 
the  assertion  that  it  is  later  than  the  Apostolical  Constitutions. 
Accordingly  we  are  satisfied  with  a  degree  of  evidence  which 
might  not  be  considered  adequate  in  the  face  of  a  very  strong 
counter  probability.  But  we  know  from  the  testimony  of 
Irenaeus  and  others,  that  an  alleged  epistle  of  Polycarp  to  the 
Philippians  was  extant  centuries  before  the  time  of  Antiochus. 
The  extant  Epistle  is  the  only  one  with  which  we  are 
acquainted,  and  it  contains  no  internal  mark  of  being 
composed  in  the  seventh  century,  or  at  any  date  subsequent  to 
the  time  of  Polycarp.  We  are  therefore  obliged  to  make 
several  improbable  suppositions.  If  the  original  Epistle  was 
extant  (and  we  know  that  it  was  extant  for  centuries),  it 
would  have  been  absurd  to  forge  a  new  one  in  the  hope  of 
superseding  it,  and  especially  one  so  colourless  as  to  answer 
no  useful  purpose.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  all  interest  in  the 
Epistle  had  died  out,  so  that  it  was  no  longer  in  circulation, 
then  again  there  was  no  motive  for  the  forgery,  for  no  one 
wanted  to  know  what  Polycarp  had  said  In  either  case  one 
would  expect  some  insertions  bearing  on  questions  of  the  time, 
and  betraying  to  a  discerning  eye  a  state  of  things  much  later 
than  the  beginning  of  the  second  century.  That  a  forgery  of 
this  kind  should  be  attempted  is  in  a  high  degree  im- 
probable. 

But  if  the  forgery  was  undertaken,  several  curious  points 
had  to  be  attended  to.  Severus  of  Antioch  (c.  A.D.  513-518) 
quotes,  in  Syriac,  two  passages  expressly  from  Polycarp's 
Epistle ;  and  Mr  Cotterill  admits  that  this  is  rather  "  a  strong 
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fact"  ^  But  it  is  easily  got  over.  Antiochns  was  acquainted 
with  the  writings  of  Sevems,  and  conningly  inserted  the 
quotations  in  his  forgery.  But  his  devemess  had  to  go  a 
little  farther.  Eusebius  also  quotes  a  passage,*  and  this  too  is 
inserted.  These  insertions  are  so  carefully  made  that  they  do 
not  betray  the  awkwardness  of  the  joining.  The  style,  more- 
over, excites  no  suspicions;  but  then  Mr  Cotterill  thinks  a 
forger  "can  assume  any  style  he  wishes."'  Some  other 
curious  points  had  also  to  be  attended  ta  Eusebius  tells  us 
that  Polycarp  "has  used  certain  testimonies  from  the  First 
Epistle  of  Peter  "  * ;  and  accordingly  these  testimonies  are  duly 
interlarded,  and  the  name  of  Peter  as  the  author  is  judiciously 
suppressed,  although  the  forger  introduces  the  name  of  PauL 
Again,  he  inserts  an  expression  which  Polycarp  is  said  to  have 
once  addressed  to  Mardon,  "the  first-bom  of  Satan"'^;  and 
lest  this  should  look  suspicious  he  judicioudy  omits  a  familiar 
exdamation,  "  O  good  God,  to  what  tunes  hast  thou  kept  me, 
that  I  should  endure  these  things  ?  "  ^  The  author,  too,  with 
great  astuteness  introduces  two  names,  Orescens  and  Valens, 
both  Latin,  and  both  found  in  inscriptions  at  Philippi,  which 
was  a  Roman  colony.  ^  I  suppose  all  this  is  not  beyond  the 
power  of  a  dever  and  learned  forger ;  but  it  certainly  gives 
an  air  of  extravagance  to  the  hypothesis,  and  leads  us  to  seek 
for  much  stronger  evidence  than  is  offered  before  we  can 
accept  it. 

Once  more,  it  seems  very  improbable  that,  if  Antiochus  did 
wish  to  forge  an  epistie  for  no  conceivable  purpose,  he  would 
have  incorporated  passages  from  his  own  works,  and  with 
just  such  slight  variations  of  reading  as  one  might  expect  to 

»  P.  252.  •  H.  jB.,  iii  36.  »  P.  249. 

♦  H.  JB.,  iv.  14.  »  IreiL,  in.  iii  4. 

*  Iren.,  Ep,  ad  Florvnvm^  in  Euseb.,  H,  E,^  ▼.  20. 
^  See  Lightf oot,  n.  i.  p.  600. 
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find  when  the  words  of  an  author  are  not  avowedly  repro- 
duced. If  he  could  make  so  much  of  the  Epistle  new,  he  need 
hardly  have  fallen  back  for  a  small  part  of  it  on  what  he  had 
already  written ;  and  if  he  introduced  these  portions  in  order 
that  readers  might  suppose  that  the  parallel  passages  in  the 
Homilies  were  quoted  from  them,  he  displayed  an  extra- 
ordinary refinement  and  skill  in  the  forger's  art  But  if  the 
Epistle  was  written,  not  by  Antiochus  himself,  but  by  some 
later  adventurer  who  made  use  of  the  Homilies  for  his  purpose, 
then  why  was  he  so  modest  in  his  borrowing,  instead  of 
bringing  together  the  greater  part  of  his  material  from  this 
ample  mine  ? 

Again,  in  one  of  the  two  considerable  passages  which  are 
found  in  both  works,  a  decisive  mark  of  later  date  is  presented 
by  the  Homilies*^  Polycarp*  describes  the  character  by 
which  "  the  presbyters  "  should  be  distinguished ;  the  Homily  • 
begins  with  a  change  of  terminology,  and  says  that  ''the 
priests^  ought  to  be  imitators  of  their  chief -priest,  as  he  also 
is  of  the  chief  priest  Christ."  The  idea  that  the  Christian 
ministry  was  a  priesthood  was  one  which  a  writer  of  the 
seventh  century  would  have  been  likely  to  carry  back  into 
the  second,  for  he  would  naturally  have  supposed  that  the 
sacerdotal  constitution  had  existed  from  the  first.  It  is 
therefore  extremely  improbable  that  Antiochus  deliberately 
changed  "priests"  into  "presbyters"  to  suit  the  time  of 
Polycarp,  especially  as  Christ  is  referred  to  in  the  Epistle  ^  as 
"  the  eternal  high-priest" 

That  Antiochus  does  not  mention  Polycarp  when  he  quoted 
him  is  in  accordance  with  his  almost  invariable  practice  in 
citing  ancient  ecclesiastical  writers.  Mr  Cotterill,  appealing  to 
Idghtf oot's  remark  that  the  Epistle  is  "  essentially  common- 

^  See  the  paeaages  in  the  article,  p.  247  tq,  '  vi 

8  123.  *  T0^»  i#pf*».  '  xii. 
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place/'  declares  that  "there  is  nothing  in  its  contents  to 
explain  the  lively  interest  in  it  which  Antiochus  must  have 
felt  if  he  had  any  knowledge  of  it  at  alL"  ^  It  is  a  sofficient 
reply  that  the  position  of  Polycarp  in  the  early  Church  might 
well  create  an  interest  in  his  work  far  exceeding  its  literary 
merits,  and  that  the  two  main  passages  which  are  quoted, 
relating  to  the  character  of  presbyters  and  of  deacons,  are 
good  and  appropriate. 

On  the  whole,  then,  I  can  at  present  regard  Mr  Cotterill's 
attempt  only  as  a  critical  exercise.  There  are  few  theses  in 
support  of  which  it  is  not  possible  to  find  some  arguments; 
but  I  think  this  hypothesis  is  encompassed  with  difiiculties 
which  can  be  set  aside  only  by  a  very  different  order  of 
evidence  from  any  which  has  been  produced* 

It  is  very  easy  to  make  light  of  the  history  of  Polycarp, 
because  to  most  people  he  is  only  a  shadowy  name.  Never- 
theless the  few  facts  that  we  know  of  him  are  of  singular  im- 
portance. At  the  time  of  his  martyrdom  he  had  served  Christ 
for  eighty-six  years;  and  from  this  great  age  we  may  reasonably 
suppose  that  he  was  bom  in  a  Christian  family.  The  date  of 
his  death  was  formerly  fixed  at  167  A.D. ;  but  a  very  searching 
investigation  has  established  a  probability,  amounting  almost 
to  proof,  that  it  really  took  place  about  155  or  156,  or,  more 
exactly,  February  23,  155.*  He  was  therefore  bom  at  least  as 
early  as  69  or  70,  and  was  a  man  in  the  full  vigour  of  his 

1  P.  242. 

^  There  ie  a  long  and  careful  replj  to  Mr  Cotterill  by  Dr  C.  Taylor  in 
the  next  nmnber  of  the  /ovmol  of  Philology  (VoL  xx.,  Ko.  39,  pp.  65-110). 
The  article  examines  the  arguments  in  considerable  detail,  and  also  throws 
much  light  on  the  relation  of  Hennas  to  Polycarp. 

>  See  Lightfoot^s  Essay  on  the ''Date  of  the  Martyrdom"inil|Wfto^J^at/i«^ 
IL  i.  p.  646  sqq.  Also  the  valuable  discussion  in  Hamack  {C^nronologie  der 
aUdvririlichen  Litteratur,  L  p  334  »g^.\  who  notices  the  views  of  Zahn  (p.  342 
9qq,)y  and  of  Schmid  (p.  349  »qq»)»  See  also  the  more  recent  investigation 
of  Corssen  in  the  ZtiUehr,  fur  die  neiU,  Win,,  1902,  pp.  61  sqq. 
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powers  at  the  opening  of  the  second  oentnry ;  and  from  that 
time,  for  more  than  half  a  century,  he  occupied  a  prominent 
position  in  the  churches  of  Asia,  so  that,  at  the  time  of  his 
martyrdom,  he  was  known  as  the  father  of  the  Christians. 
We  have  no  reason  for  ascribing  to  him  any  particular  talent 
or  learning;  but  he  must  have  had  those  gifts  of  character 
and  practical  good  sense,  without  which  he  could  not  have  won 
such  long-continued  and  such  general  respect.  Of  course,  we 
know  that*  in  the  nature  of  things  there  must  have  been  many 
men  whose  lives  bridged  the  interval  from  the  close  of  the 
Apostolic  age  to  the  middle  of  the  second  century ;  but  we  are 
more  impressed  by  our  acquaintance  with  this  one  influential 
man,  who  knew  the  Apostle  John,  and  was  listened  to  by 
IrensBUS. 

We  must  now  return  to  the  Epistle.  It  was  written  about 
the  time  of  the  martyrdom  of  Ignatius,  before  tidings  of  the 
closing  scene  had  reached  Asia.  The  martyrdom  took  place 
possibly  as  late  as  118,  perhaps  as  early  as  no,  and  within 
these  limits  the  Epistle  must  have  been  written.^  At  the 
beginning  of  chapter  vii.  are  the  words.  Hag  yap,  hg  Stv  ixii 
ofJLoKoy^  'Iffcrovv  ^pitrrov  iv  aapni  eKtiKudivai,  avrlxp^frrog  itmv. 
These  words  at  once  remind  us  of  i  John  iv.  2-3,  with 
perhaps  a  blending  of  ii  22,  and  possibly  of  the  Second 
Epistle,  7.  A  phrase  which  presently  follows,  in  rod  Sia/SoXov 
ecrriv,  occurs  in  i  John  iii  8,  and  the  reference  to  to  fiaprvpiov 
rod  <rravpov  may  have  been  suggested  by  the  incident  related 
in  John  xix.  34  sg.*  Those,  however,  who  love  hasty  judgments 
can  very  easily  dispose  of  this  apparent  evidence.  The  Epistle 
of  John  is  not  mentioned;  the  words  are  not  given  as  a 

1  Harnack  has  examined  the  question  with  marked  caution,  and  has 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  letters  are  genuine,  and  were  composed  in 
the  last  years  of  Trajan  (110-117X  or  perhaps  some  years  later  (117-125). 
(Jknm,^  p.  406. 

>  See  Lightfoolf s  note. 
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quotation ;  they  are  not  the  same  as  the  words  in  the  Epistle ; 
and  they  are  followed  by  farther  statements  of  a  similar  kind 
which  no  one  supposes  to  be  a  quotation : — ''  Whosoever  does 
not  confess  the  testimony  of  the  cross,  is  from  the  devil ;  and 
whosoever  perverts  the  oracles  of  the  Lord  to  his  own  desires, 
and  says  there  is  neither  resurrection  nor  judgment,  he  is  first- 
bom  of  Satan."  If,  then,  we  had  nothing  to  guide  our  judg- 
ment but  a  comparison  of  the  two  passages,  we  might  think  it 
very  doubtful  whether  they  were  not  the  accidental  utterances 
of  similar  phrases  by  members  of  the  same  school,  or  whether 
the  statement  in  John  was  not  borrowed  from  Polycarp.  But 
as  soon  as  we  take  a  more  extended  view,  other  considerations 
begin  to  prevail  In  the  first  place,  all  the  evidence  which  we 
have  hitherto  noticed  leads  us  to  suppose  that  the  Epistle  of 
John  (being  by  the  same  author  as  the  Qospel)  was  earlier 
than  the  Epistle  of  Polycarp ;  and,  accordingly,  this  apparent 
quotation  is  simply  confirmatory  of  what  we  have  legitimately 
anticipated,  and  proves  that  we  have  not  been  upon  the  wrong 
track.  In  the  second  place,  the  Epistle  contains  a  large  number 
of  similar  quotations  (at  least  thirty)  from  a  great  many  books 
of  the  New  Testament,  especially  from  the  First  Epistle  of  Peter, 
and  these  also  are  habitually  introduced  without  the  name  of 
the  author,  without  any  sign  of  quotation,  with  frequent  verbal 
inaccuracy,  and  mixed  up  with  Polycarp's  own  reflections  and 
expansions.  Paul  is  the  only  writer  who  is  named,  and  words 
cited  from  the  Gospels  are  ascribed  to  Christ.^  We  learn  from 
these  facts  that  if  Polycarp  cited  the  Epistle  of  John,  he  would 
probably  cite  it  in  some  such  manner  as  we  actually  find.  The 
reasonable  inference  from  these  considerations  surely  is  that 
the  sentence  quoted  above  is  really  a  citation  from  the  First 
Epistle  of  John.  Of  course,  I  do  not  assert  that  the  other 
suppositions  cannot  possibly  be  true;  I  only  say  that  the 
1  The  first  two  chapters  famish  excellent  examples. 
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evidence  leads  naturally  and  fairly  to  the  oondnsion  which 
has  been  stated;  and  I  must  repeat  what  one  often  has 
occasion  to  observe,  that  evidence  does  not  become  worthless 
because  it  is  proved  that  it  is  not  demonstrative. 

It  is  perhaps  worth  while  pointing  out  a  possible  allusion  to 
the  Fourth  Oospel,  to  which  I  am  not  aware  that  attention  has 
been  called  before.  In  §  v.  are  the  words  xadiog  inriffx^o  fifilv 
iyeipcu  ^fjLcif  ix  vtKfiw,  and  that  if  we  fulfil  our  citizenship  in  a 
manner  worthy  of  him  we  shall  also  reign  with  him,  €?ye 
irurrevofuif.  I  do  not  remember  that  this  promise  is  contained 
anywhere  but  in  John  vi  40,^  Trtarewov  etV  avrov  ....  opoari^w 
auTov  iyw  hf  rS  ifrxaru  fiMjepqi.  The  meaning  is  precisely  the 
same;  and  as  Poly  carp  is  not  avowedly  quoting,  the  substi- 
tution of  a  synonymous  and  more  common  phrase,  one,  more- 
over, which  is  not  unknown  to  the  Fourth  Qospel,  is  very 
natural  If  this  is  not  a  direct  reference  to  the  Gospel,  it  at 
all  events  shows  that  we  are  within  the  circle  of  Johannine 
ideas.  The  promise  that  we  shall  reign  with  Christ  is  con- 
tained in  substance  in  Rev.  iii.  21 ;  but  the  exact  words,  koi 
avfi.6a<ri\€ua'OfAeVf  are  in  2  Timothy  ii.  12,  as  part  of  a  Trurri^ 
Xoyof.  Compare  i  John  ii  25,  "This  is  the  promise  which 
he  himself  promised  us,  the  eternal  life."  * 

Before  leaving  Polycarp  I  must  venture  on  some  general 
reflections.  Setting  all  testimony  aside,  it  is  a  matter  of  great 
importance  to  know  that  this  distinguished  man  was  a  friend 
of  the  Apostle  John's;  that  he  lived  till  Iren»us  was  old 
enough  to  attend  and  to  remember  his  courses  of  instruction ; 
that  the  period  between  the  middle  life  of  the  teacher  and 
that  of  the  pupil  produced  such  men  as  Melito,  Bishop  of 
Sardis,  and  Claudius  Apollinaris,  Bishop  of  Hierapolis,  who 
were  both  of  them  voluminous  theological  writers.    We  are 

» cf.  44, 54. 
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thus  enabled  to  escape  from  a  world  of  ghosts,  and  place 
ourselves  among  real  men  of  flesh  and  blood,  who  by  a  short 
and  unbroken  succession  connect  the  apostolic  age  with  the 
time  when  the  happy  survival  of  its  literature  supplies  us 
with  complete  information.  Now,  if  the  Fourth  Gospel 
appeared  for  the  first  time  towards  the  dose  of  Polycarp's 
life,  is  it  probable  that  he  and  his  contemporaries  would  have 
received  it  without  any  misgiving  as  a  genuine  work  of  the 
Apostle's?  If  they  had  micfgivings,  is  it  likely  that  these 
misgivings  would  have  left  no  trace  in  the  subsequent 
literature?  If  they  accepted  it  without  doubt,  would  they 
not  at  least  have  had  to  pass  some  sort  of  literary  judgment 
upon  it,  and  explain  why,  in  spite  of  its  appearing  half  a 
century  too  late,  they  still  believed  it  to  be  John's,  and 
would  it  not  have  become  impossible  for  their  pupils  to 
suppose  that  it  had  been  published  by  John  himself  ?  If ,  to 
escape  from  these  difficulties,  we  resort  to  the  extravagant 
hypothesis  that  it  appeared  for  the  first  time  after  the  death 
of  Polycarp,  then  is  it  probable  that  IrensBUS  could  suppose 
that  a  book  which  had  been  never  heard  of  when  he  was  a 
youth  had  been  in  current  use  throughout  the  whole  of  the 
century  ?  Further,  I  think  we  may  safely  say  that  we  know 
that  the  book  was  not  written  by  any  of  the  eminent  men 
of  the  second  century,  whose  names  have  been  preserved; 
certainly  none  whose  works  have  survived  were  capable  of 
writing  it.  Is  it  then  likely  that  there  lived  and  died  among 
them,  entirely  unknown,  a  man  who  throughout  the  century 
had  absolutely  no  competitor  in  the  wealth,  originality,  and 
depth  of  his  genius,  and  this  at  a  time  when  the  struggling 
Church  required  all  her  ablest  men  to  come  to  the  front? 
And  if  an  author  possessing  this  spiritual  stature  had  issued 
his  anonymous  book,  is  it  credible  that  he  would  have  allowed 
it  to  be  received  and  circulated  as  the  work  of  the  Apostle,  and 
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thus  have  practised  an  enormous  deception  on  the  Church? 
I  know  that  critics  think  that  no  stupidity  is  too  foolish,  no 
forgery  too  criminal^  for  an  early  Christian ;  but  for  my  part 
I  cannot  believe  in  these  moral  monstrosities.  We  might 
escape  from  these  latter  difficulties  by  supposing  that  our 
author  perished  in  his  youth,  that  even  his  intimate  friends 
had  not  divined  that  one  of  the  immortals  was  among  them, 
and  that  he  himself  had  no  anticipation  of  the  place  which  his 
work  was  to  occupy  in  the  world  of  literature,  of  religion,  and 
of  thought  This  is  a  possible,  though  hardly  a  probable, 
supposition;  but  the  other  difficulties  remain  without  relief. 


13 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


CHAFTER  V 

PAPIAS  AND  THE  PBESBTTEB  JOHN 

We  pass  on  to  the  consideration  of  Papias,  in  connection 
with  whom  some  difficult  questions  have  arisen,  which,  owing 
to  their  immediate  bearing  on  our  subject,  require  discussion, 
although  the  total  amount  of  evidence  ultimately  obtained 
may  be  small  Papias  was  Bishop  of  Hierapolis  in  Phrygia,^ 
and  is  described  by  Irenssus  as  "a  hearer  of  John  and 
companion  of  Polycarp."*  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  by 
John,  Iren»us  meant  the  Apostle;  but  Eusebius,  who  has 
been  followed  by  many  modem  writers,  supposed  that  he 
confused  the  Apostle  with  a  certain  "Presbyter  John" 
mentioned  by  Papias.'  We  shall  have  to  inquire  presently 
into  the  evidence  for  the  existence  of  this  Presbyter;  mean- 
while we  may  observe  that  if  the  traditional  view  be  correct 
in  assigning  a  residence  in  Asia  Minor  to  the  Apostle,  there  is 
no  reason  why  Papias  should  not  have  heard  him  at  the  same 
time  as  his  companion  Polycarp.  It  is  natural  to  suppose  that 
these  two  friends  were  about  the  same  age;  and  we  may 
perhaps  infer,  from  the  fact  that  Eusebius  places  his  account 
of    Papias  a  good  deal  earlier  than  his  narrative  of   the 

1  Euseb.,  H.  E^  iii.  36. 

*  ▼.  zxxiii.  4.     Later  statements  are  probably  not  independent  of  IiensBOB. 
See  tbem  referred  to  by  Hamact,  Ohronologiej  i  p.  664. 
s  See  H.  E.f  iii.  39. 
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martyrdom  of  Polycarp,  that  the  former  died  some  time  before 
the  latter.  The  scanty  facts  which  have  come  down  to  us 
suggest  that  his  life  may  have  extended  from  about  70  ^  to 
about  140  A.D.;  but  the  limits  at  either  end  cannot  be 
determined  with  any  precision.  It  was  formerly  believed, 
from  a  notice  in  the  Chronicon  PaschcUe,  that  he  suffered 
martyrdom  at  Pergamus  in  164;  but  lightfoot  has  shown 
convincingly  that  Papias  is  an  error  for  Papylus,  an  otherwise 
unknown  man,  whose  martyrdom  is  recorded  in  the  passage 
of  Eusebius^  on  which  the  statement  in  the  Chronicle  is 
evidently  based.^  We  are  accordingly  once  more  in  contact 
with  an  immediate,  or,  at  all  events,  a  near  successor 
of  the  apostolic  age;  and  it  is  this  circumstance  which  has 
given  such  high  importance  to  the  few  surviving  fragments  of 
his  literary  work.  His  Phrygian  name  suggests  that  he  was 
of  Gentile  origin,  though  this  is  not  certain ;  and  his  having 
been  a  hearer  of  John,  whether  the  Apostle  or  the  Presbyter, 
proves  that  he  was  either  bom  of  Christian  parents  or 
converted  to  Christianity  in  early  life. 

He  was  the  author  of  a  treatise  in  five  books,  entitled, 
Aoyiwv  KvptcucSfv  e^tfYVri^  (or  c^jryj/creir).*  As  \oyiwv  is 
without  an  article,  I  think  this  title  implies  that  the  object 

1  Harnack  says  tliat  lus  birth  can  hardly  be  later  than  about  80. 
Chronologies  i.  p.  357  «g. 

*  H,  E^  iv.  15.  ^  Essays  on  Sv^pematwral  BeUgion^  pp.  147-9. 

*  Iren.,  v.  xzxiiL  4.  Eoseb.,  H.  E.^  ill.  39,  which  is  the  general  reference 
for  what  follows,  unless  otherwise  stated.  Professor  Bacon,  pointing  out 
the  *'  deplorable  ^  error  of  ^  critics  such  as  Lightfoot,  Hilgenf eldt  [»e]  and 
Schmiedel,''  in  giving  the  title  of  the  work  as  'l^a*!',  says  *^  Eusebius  is 
explicit :  ivvyiypenrrai  \oyimv  KvpioK&p  ^|iry4a>f if  "  {The  HMert  JowmJbl^  April 
1903,  p.  512,  note  2).  Yet  Heinichen  reads  ^{i}7^<r««i,  without  any 
intimation  that  there  is  a  different  reading ;  and  Schwartz,  1903,  retains 
this  reading,  which  is  that  of  all  the  MSS.  but  one,  which  reads  ^|ir7^a'«if. 
The  singular  is  supported,  not  only  by  Jerome,  who  is  referred  to  by  Dr 
Bacon,  but  by  Rufinus  and  the  Syriac  There  is  of  course  a  difficulty  ip 
the  genitive  ;  but  it  might  depend  on  ffvYYpdfifiara  (or  Bt$\ta)  ir^rr«. 
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of  the  work  was  to  give  an  explanation  of  selected  utterances 
of  Christ's;  and  as  we  know  that  Papias  was  acquainted  with 
evangelical  writings  by  Matthew  and  Mark,  we  need  have 
little  doubt  that  these  oracles  were  in  the  Gospels  (whatever 
they  may  have  been)  which  were  used  at  that  time  in  the 
Asiatic  churches.  Whether  our  author  intended  simply  to 
edify  his  readers^  or  to  expose  the  false  exegesis  of  the  Gnostics, 
cannot  be  determined*  Eusebius  forms  a  very  low  judgment 
of  his  intellectual  qualities,  and  thinks  that  his  chiliastic  and 
material  notions  of  Christ's  kingdom  arose  from  his  inability 
to  understand  figurative  language :  ai^pa  yap  rot  (TfUKpo^  w 
Tov  poWf  0)9  &  €ic  rc0i^  avToS  Xoyctfy  reKfi^pifuyov  eiireivy  ^jMwrrau 
The  interpretations  were  accompanied  by  narratives  received 
through  oral  communication,  containing,  among  other  things, 
'  certain  strange  parables  of  the  Saviour,  and  instructions  of 
his,  and  some  other  things  more  fabulous."  As  to  the  date  of 
the  work,  we  may  judge  from  the  way  in  which  Papias  refers 
to  his  sources  that  it  was  produced  at  an  advanced  period  of 
his  life,  and  contained  reminiscences  which  went  back  through 
many  years.  This  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  one  of  the 
fragments  contained  in  the  Codex  Ba/roccianvs  142,  which 
were  probably  extracted  from  the  lost  Xpurriopucfi  'Irropia  of 
Philip  of  Side,  about  430  A.D.,  and  have  been  published  in  the 
Teocte  u.  UnteratidiUTigen}  The  fragment  alluded  to,  which 
is  expressly  referred  to  Papias,  informs  us  that  those  raised 
from  the  dead  by  Christ  lived  till  the  time  of  Hadrian.  *1S»9 
*A8piavov  naturally  denotes  the  reign  of  Hadrian,  and  it  there- 
fore seems  proved  that  the  work  was  written  after  1 17,  the 
year  of  Hadrian's  accession,  but  I  think  not  necessarily  after 
his  death,  138  A.D.  It  may,  however,  have  been  published  in 
the  reign  of  Antoninus  Pius.  The  story  may  very  likely  have 
been  taken  from  the  Apology  of  Quadratus,  addressed  to  the 

»  V.  2, 1889. 
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Emperor  Hadrian.^  This  apologist  says  that  some  of  those 
who  were  healed,  and  raised  from  the  dead  by  Christ, 
snrvived  "to  our  own  times."'  This  does  not  involve  the 
chronological  improbability  of  survival  till  the  reign  of 
Hadrian.  It  implies,  on  the  contrary,  that  none  were  known 
to  be  still  living  when  the  Apology  was  written ;  but  Papias, 
with  his  small  intelligence,  may  easily  have  misunderstood  the 
passage.  These  evidences  of  date  are  not  veiy  certain;  but 
I  think  we  should  hardly  be  safe  in  placing  the  work  of 
Papias  much  earlier  than  140,  and  it  may  possibly  be  as  late 
as  150.'  We  must  remember,  however,  that  with  this  com- 
paratively late  date  he  must  have  written  in  his  extreme  old 
age,  and  that  his  own  memory  would  reach  as  far  back  as  the 
end  of  the  first  century,  and  possibly  farther  stilL 

We  proceed  next  to  the  sources  of  Papias'  work,  a  con- 
sideration of  which  involves  much  more  serious  and  difficult 
questions.  Our  information  is  chiefly  contained  in  an  extract 
from  the  preface,  which  has  been  preserved  by  Eusebius,^  and 

^  Or  perhaps  to  Antoninns  Piiu :  see  Texts  tmd  Shtdtea^  Vol.  L  No.  1, 
**  The  Apology  of  Aristides,"  bj  J.  R  Harris,  1 891,  p.  10  tqq.  The  probable 
derivation  of  the  story  from  Quadratus  is  pointed  out  by  Haniack,  I.C.,  note, 
p.  176. 

'  Quoted  by  Eoseb.,  H,  E,^  iv.  3. 

*  Hamack  thinks  we  cannot  fix  it  more  exactly  than  140  (145)  to  about 
i6a    Chr<moU>g%e^  i.  p.  357. 

*  H,  B.y  iii.  39. — CXnc  ^Krtiffm  94  o-oi  ica)  Zea  wor^  wapii  rmw  wp^vfhnipmv  moKms 
4iui9w  ica2  KoXfii  i/anifA^tf^v^a,  trvyicterard^ai  tm  ipfAiir*ituSt  9iafi§$<uo^fn§pes  ^^p 
vinmv  &\^f  toy.  Oh  yiip  rots  r^  voXA^  TUyowiP  ^x^P^^t  &w§p  ot  woWot,  itXXit 
rots  r^ffiyi  Md^KOuciP'  ob  th  roisriif  iiWoTplas  ivroXiLt  /iyq/iorc^ovo'ir,  &XX^ro7t 
viu  fupii  rov  KvpUv  rf  wi^rrtt  9*9oti4paSt  icmt  &«^  ttbriis  wapayipoftdwas  rris  AXiy^ciot. 
El  94  fov  Koi  wapiiKO\ov9iiKAs  ris  roTs  9pM0'$vr4p9is  Mot,  robs  rthf  wpto'fi»r4pt$¥ 
iu^Kpirop  \6yovs'  ri  *Ay9p4aSi  4  fi  U4Tpos  tlwr,  ^  ri  *tMwwos,  ^  ri  9»fias,  ^ 
Udicmfios,  4  rt  *lodinniSt  4  MarOaZss,  ^  ris  trtpos  rmw  rov  Kvpiov  lutBvrwf,  ft  ro 
'ApurrUnf,  ical  6  9po<r$6r9pos  *lm4ifnis  ol  rov  mvpiov  /ufivrai  *  \4yovvw.  Ob  ykp 
rh  4tc  rw  $ifi\imif  roffoMw  fio  ^«Xt<y  bwoAAfifieofoPf  io'oy  rit  wapii  (4^s  ^mr^s 
Kot  fittro^irns. 


ol  rod  tcvpiov  lufinroi  or  not    Professor  Bacon  says  they  are  *'  wanting  in 


*  It  matters  little  to  our  present  inquiry  whether  we  retain  the  words 

are  *'  wanting  in 
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nrns  aa  follows: — ^''But  I  will  not  hesitate  to  put  down  for 
thee  along  with  the  interpretations  as  many  things  also  as  I 
once  learned  well  from  the  elders,  and  remembered  well, 
strongly  confirming  the  truth  about  them.^  For  I  used  not 
to  take  pleasure  in  those  who  say  a  great  deal,  as  most  men 
do,  but  in  those  who  teach  the  truth ;  and  not  in  those  who 
mention  the  foreign  commandments,  but  in  those  [who 
mention]  the  [commandments]  given  from  the  Lord  to  the 
faith,  and  coming  from  the  truth  itsell  And  also  if  anyone 
came  on  any  occasion  who  had  been  a  follower  of  the  elders, 
I  used  to  inquire  into  the  discourses  of  the  elders,  what 
Andrew  or  what  Peter  said,  or  what  Philip,  or  what  Thomas, 

^  By  which,  if  we  are  to  judge  from  the  order  of  the  claiueg  in  the  Greek, 
I  think  Papias  meaiu  that  he  intended  to  confirm  the  truth  of  hU  inter- 
pretations bj  relating  what  he  had  learned  from  the  men  of  an  older 
generation. 

some  of  the  MSS."  (Hibbert  Journal^  April  1903,  p.  516).  Schwartz,  the 
latest  editor,  gives  no  intimation  of  thi^  and  only  refers  to  the  omission  of 
the  article  oL  The  reading  is  supported  by  Jerome,  and  Rufinus  partly 
favours  it  by  the  strange  reading  ceterique  ducipuH,  The  Syriac  translation 
omits  it,  and  Nioephorus  CaHisti  ignores  it  (see  Mommsen,  referring  to 
Preuschen,  in  an  article  "  Papianisches  "  in  the  Zeitseh,  fur  die  neutest,  W%n.y 
1902,  pp.  1 56  aqq,).  Different  emendations  of  the  text  have  been  suggested  ; 
but  they  are  at  best  pUusible  conjectures.  Among  others  Monmisen  would 
expunge  the  words,  as  irreconcilable  with  Eusebius's  statement  (in  the 
article  referred  to).  The  Roman  Martyrology  represents  Papias  as  testifying 
that  Aristion  was  one  of  the  seventy-two  disciples.  Under  February  22 
Papias,  ''sancti  Joannis  Senioris  auditor,  Polycaipi  autem  sodalis,"  is 
commemorated,  and  then  follows  the  statement,  ^'Salamine  in  Gypzo 
sancti  Aristionis,  qui  (ut  idem  Papias  testatur)  fuit  unus  de  3eptuaginta- 
duobus  Christi  diBcipulis  "  [Ed.  Rom»  MCMn.  p.  27].  If  this  is  more  than 
a  mere  inference  from  the  statement  in  the  preface,  the  reading  is  probably 
genuine.  We  should  notice  that  the  Martyrology  follows  Eusebius  in 
making  Papias  a  hearer  of  the  '*  elder  John."  I  think  Dr  Abbott  is  hardly 
correct  in  saying  that  Eusebius  "regards  Aristion  as  living  at  the  time 
when  Papias  wrote"  {EncycL  Btbl,  column  181 5).  This  is  surely  more 
than  is  necessarily  implied  by  the  words  aJbr^Kooy  iavrhf  ^^l  7<Wa>9flu,  which 
would  be  satisfied  if  Papias  had  been  at  any  time  a  hearer  of  Aristion  and 
the  Presbyter  John. 
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or  James,  or  what  John  or  Matthew,  or  any  other  of  the 
disciples  of  the  Lord,  and  [I  used  to  inquire  into  the  things] 
which  Aristion  and  the  presbyter  [or  elder]  John,  the  disciples 
of  the  Lord,  say :  for  I  did  not  suppose  that  the  things  out  of 
the  books  were  of  aa  much  use  to  me  as  the  things  from  a 
living  and  abiding  voice." 

The  latter  part  of  this  extract,  owing  to  the  change  &om 
the  past  to  the  present  tense,^  has  been  taken  to  mean,  that 
Papias  inquired  what  Andrew  and  the  rest  had  said,  and  what 
Aristion  and  the  Presbyter  John  were  still  saying.  This  does 
not  seem  a  probable  interpretation,  for  it  is  evident  that  the 
inquiries  were  carried  on  whenever  Papias  had  an  opportunity, 
and  must  have  lasted  into  a  time  when  it  would  be  unreason- 
able to  suppose  that  any  immediate  disciples  of  Christ  were 
still  surviving.  I  think  also  that  &  Xiyoixriv  must  refer  to  the 
time  of  writing,  and  not  to  the  time  of  inquiry.  Lightf oot, 
owing  to  the  chronological  difficulty,  thinks  "  the  tense  should 
probably  be  regarded  as  an  historic  present,  introduced  for 
the  sake  of  variety."^  There  are  three  objections  to  this: 
first,  the  tenses  are  used  very  carefully  throughout  the 
passage;  secondly,  there  is  not  only  a  change  of  tense,  but 
also  a  change  of  ^  into  re  and  of  r/  into  of;  and  thirdly,  the 
reference  to  what  disciples  said,  naturally  ends  with  "any 
other  of  the  disciples  of  the  Lord  " ;  and  therefore,  as  Aristion 
and  John  are  also  disciples  of  the  Lord,  there  must  be  an 
intentional  antithesis  between  "  said  "  and  "  say."  Dr  Salmon 
thinks  there  is  an  anacoluthon,  and  that  Papias  did  not  intend 
a  to  depend  on  aveKpivov.  He  believes  "  the  meaning,  however 
ill  expressed,  to  be  that  he  learned,  by  inquiry  from  others, 
things  that  Andrew,  Peter,  and  others  had  said,  and  also 
stored  up  in  his  memory  things  that  Aristion  and  John  said 

^  Eisays  on  Supernatural  Beltgionj  p.  150,  note  3. 
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in  his  own  hearing."  ^    To  this  interpretation  there  are  three 
strong  objections:   it  does  not  explain  the  present   tense; 
Papias  has  already  mentioned,  in  the  earlier  part  of  the 
passage,  the  elders  whom  he  himself  heard,  and  has  passed 
from  them  to  another  class,  those  who  had  been  followers  ci 
the  elders;  and,  thirdly,  the  extracts  which  have  been  proi- 
served  from  Papias  do  not  justify  us  in  ascribing  to  him 
so  very  faulty  an  expression  of  his  meaning.    I  venture  to 
suggest  that  a  strict  attention  to  the  stroctare  of  the  passage 
conducts  us  to  a  meaning  diflferent  from  any  that  has  been 
hitherto  proposed,  at  least  so  far  as  I  am  aware.    Aeyoumr 
must,  I  think,  refer  to  the  time  when  Papias  was  writing,  that 
is  to  a  time  long  after  the  death  of  Aristion  and  the  Presbyter 
John.    How,  then,  could  they  speak  when  they  were  already 
dead  ?    There  can  be  only  one  answer^ — ^in  books.    There  are 
two  suppositions,  under  either  of  which  the  use  of  the  word 
would  be  perfectly  regular.    Either   they  themselves  may 
have  written  books,  containing  their  own  reminiscences  or 
explanations,  or  others  may  have  written  books  which  pro- 
fessed to  contain  sayings  of  theirs.    If  we  assume  either  of 
these,  the  distLaction  between  the  last  pair  of  the  disciples 
of  the  Lord  and  all  the  rest  becomes  intelligibla    Papias 
inquired  after  unwritten  sayiogs  of  the  first  set;  but  in  the 
case  of  the  two  last,  he  inquired  about  written  sayings,  in 
regard  to  which  he  may  have  had  some  doubts  either  of  their 
meaning  or  of  their  authenticity.    Again,  we  obtain  at  last  a 
reasonable  sense  for  "  the  books."    It  has  often  been  assumed 
that  these  must  be  writings  afterwards  comprised  in  the  New 
Testament  Canon«    But   it    seems  absurd  to  suppose  that 
Papias,  however  diminutive  in  intelligence,  could  think  that 
he  would  get  more  benefit  from  second-hand  reports  of  what 
the  Apostles  had  said  than  from  what  the  Apostles  had 
^  DieHonary  of  Chridicm  Biography^  It.,  p.  i26a. 
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actnally  written.  Now  Matthew  is  one  of  the  names  men* 
tioned,  and  we  know  that  Papias  believed  that  he  had  a  work 
by  Matthew;  and  we  are  therefore  compelled  to  reject  an 
interpretation  which  has  nothing  to  recommend  it  except  its 
tendency  to  show  that  the  Qospels  were  not  held  in  much 
esteem  in  the  first  half  of  the  second  century.  Bat  are  we» 
then,  to  understand  by  the  books,  works  containing  a  false 
exegesis,  perhaps  the  writings  of  Basilides  and  Valentinus,  as 
Lightfoot  snpposee?^  This  view  does  not  appear  to  me  to 
relieve  the  difSctdties  of  the  passaga  ''  The  books  "  are  not 
disparaged  except  relatively.  It  is  clearly  implied  that  they 
were  osefol,  though  not  so  useful  as  the  words  of  a  living 
voice.  And  again, ''  ihe  books  "  standing  without  any  further 
description  must  surely  be  books  immediately  connected  in 
some  way  with  the  men  who  have  just  been  named  If  we 
may  limit  the  reference  to  Aristion  and  John,  then  all  becomes 
plain.  There  was  no  need  to  apologise  for  asking  what  was 
said  by  apostles  to  their  followers.  No  matter  what  the 
Apostles  had  written,  any  authentic  additions  to  their  teach- 
ing would  be  welcome.  But  if  there  were  books  professing  to 
contain  sayings  of  Aristion  and  John,  Papias  might  very  well 
allege  as  a  reason  for  inquiring  into  these  sayings  that  he 
did  not  feel  so  much  confidence  in  the  books  as  in  oral  reports. 
He  would,  however,  hardly  feel  this  want  of  confidence  if  he 
believed  that  the  books  were  written  by  the  men  themselves ; 
and  he  would  probably  have  said  "ihei/r  books"  instead  of 
**  the  books."  If,  therefore,  we  are  on  the  right  track  at  all,  it 
seems  likely  that  the  books  were  by  some  other  authors,  and 
may  have  borne  some  such  titles  as  "  Narratives  of  Aristion," 
** Traditions  of  the  Presbjrter  John."*    If  they  were  anony« 

1  Eaays^  p.  160  «gf. 

*  That  this  is  not  an  improbable  title  for  a  work  appears  from  a 
reference  by  Clement  of  Alexandria  to  "the  traditions"  of  Matthias:— 
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mouSy  there  would  be  the  more  reason  for  asking  competent 
witnesses  about  their  contents;  and  if  they  were  pretty  well 
known  when  Papias  wrote,  the  reference  before  us  would  be 
sufficient 

There  are  some  points  in  Eusebius'  account  which  seem  to 
me  to  confirm  this  interpretation.  We  can  at  once  understand 
why  Papias  derived  so  many  of  his  traditions  from  these  men. 
This  would  of  course  be  adequately  explained  if  he  had  been 
one  of  their  disciples;  but  I  cannot  find  any  proof  of  thi& 
Eusebius,  it  is  true,  infers  from  the  passage  in  the  preface  that 
IrensBUS  had  made  a  mistake  in  repres^iting  Papias  as  a 
hearer  of  the  Apostle  John,  and  affirms  that  Papias'  own 
statement  is  that  he  had  received  the  words  of  the  apostles 
from  those  who  had  been  their  followers,  but  that  he  had 
been  himself  a  hearer  of  Aristion  and  the  Presbyter  John. 
This,  however,  is  certainly  not  alleged  in  the  words  which 
Eusebius  quotes.  The  historian,  like  Dr  Sahnon,  may  have 
thought  there  was  an  anacoluthon ;  but  we  are  at  liberty  to 
interpret  the  passage  for  ourselves.  That  Eusebius  was  not 
quite  sure  of  his  interpretation  appears  from  the  words  which 
he  adds, — ^"At  all  events  frequently  mentioning  them  by 
name,  he  gives  their  traditions  in  his  writings."^  This  he 
would  naturally  do  if  he  made  use  of  books  containing  their 
traditions.  As  Eusebius  fails  to  quote  anything  more  explicit, 
the  just  inference  is  that  he  did  not  remember  any  passage  in 
which  Papias  said  expressly  that  he  had  been  a  hearer  of  these 
men ;  and  therefore  his  whole  argument  against  the  statement 
of  Iren»us  f aUs  to  the  ground.  That  statement,  whatever 
may  be  its  value,  must  have  been  made  on  independent  infor- 
mation ;  for  no  one  could  infer  from  the  preface  that  Papias  had 

Ta^Tijf  [t^s  yrAff€ws]  9h  iipxh  rh  Baufid^tu  ri  w^y/Mtrctf  its  Ukdrmv  4p  B€€UT^r^ 
A^fi'  ical  MetrBlas  h  reus  TiapMirtffi  wapatrAr,  Ba^fuiffop  r^  wapdrra.     Strom,^ 
ii.  9,  p.  452  8q.    Potter. 
*  ' Opo fAturri  yovp  k.t.X. 
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been  a  hearer  of  the  Apostle  John.  The  quotation  leads  us  no 
farther  than  this,  that  he  had  himself  listened  to  certain 
mmamed  elders,  and  that  he  had  second-hand  information 
about  several  apostles,  as  well  as  about  Aristion  and  the 
Presbyter  John,  whoever  they  may  have  been«  My  inference 
from  the  mode  of  statement  is  that  he  had  also  books  profess- 
ing to  contain  traditions  of  the  last  two. 

Another  fact  pointing  in  the  same  direction  is  the  following. 
Eusebius,  having  related  a  narrative  received  from  the 
daughters  of  Philip,  who  had  settled  in  Hierapolis,  adds, — 
"But  the  same  author  has  communicated  also  other  things 
that  came  to  him  as  from  unwritten  tradition,"  ^  among  which 
he  refers  to  his  notions  of  the  millennium.  He  then  proceeds 
thus, — ^"But  he  also  commits  to  his  own  writing*  other 
narratives  of  the  sayings  of  the  Lord  of  the  aforesaid  Aristion, 
and  traditions  of  the  Presbyter  John."  "His  own  writing" 
suggests  somebody  else's  writing ;  and  the  "  unwritten  tradi- 
tion "  suggests  written  tradition.  Although  Eusebius  does  not 
mention  any  books,  it  seems  from  these  expressions  as  though 
he  perceived  that  Papias  had  used  written  as  well  sls  un- 
written sources ;  and,  if  so,  the  context  proves  that  these  were 
connected  with  Aristion  and  the  Presbyter  John. 

Lastly,  the  account  of  the  origin  of  Mark's  Gospel,  which  is 
given  on  the  authority  of  "the  presbyter"  (presumably  John), 
has  all  the  appearance  of  being  an  exact  quotation  from  some 
document.  It  occupies  fully  eight  lines,  and  is  throughout  in 
the  direct  construction.  It  begins  with  Mapxco?  fiivt  as  though 
it  were  part  of  a  longer  statement.  In  the  middle  of  the 
passage  we  have  a>9  eif>9fp,  which  would  be  perfectly  natural  in 
a  book  devoted  to  sayings  or  traditions  of  the  Presbyter  John, 
but  would  be  less  in  place  in  a  casual  reminiscence  of  the 
substance  of  his  teaching.    Papias*  introductory  words,  koI 

^  its  ^K  itapMv^ms  iiypi^w,  *  rg  Z8(f  yptt^* 
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Touro  6  irp€(rfivT€p09  eXefe,  favour  the  same  oondnflion.  If  he 
was  recording  what  he  once  heard,  we  ahonld  expect "  he  said,'* 
not  *'  he  used  to  say."  If  he  wished  to  communicate  what  the 
Fresl^ter  was  in  the  habit  of  teaching,  we  should  look  for  the 
indirect  construction ;  for  we  can  hardly  suppose  that  John 
was  in  the  habit  of  repeating  exactly  these  eight  lines,  with 
"  as  I  said "  in  the  proper  place,  like  some  guide  who  repeats 
his  words  by  rote,  nor  can  Papias  have  really  meant  this.  But 
everything  is  explained  if  we  suppose  that  this  account  was 
contained  in  ''  Traditions  of  the  Presbyter  John  " ;  that  Papias 
read  it  there;  that  when  he  met  with  some  one  who  had 
followed  the  Presbyter,  he  questioned  him  about  it;  and  that 
this  follower  replied,  "  Oh,  yes,  it  is  quite  true,  I  have  often 
heard  him  saying  that."  Papias  would  then  quite  naturally 
write,  ''the  Presbyter  used  to  say  this,"  and  proceed  to  quote 
verbatim  from  the  "  traditions." 

The  above  is  only  ui  hypothesis,  but  it  is  one  which  has 
been  forced  upon  us  by  the  grammatical  structure  of  Papias* 
words,  and  which  serves  to  explain  all  the  phenomena  but  one. 
This  one  is  the  failure  of  Eusebius  to  mention  the  existence  of 
the  supposed  books.  But  he  may  not  have  known  anything 
about  them.  Aristion  and  Presbyter  John  are  very  obscure 
men,  and  Papias  may  have  incorporated  in  his  own  work 
everything  of  interest  relating  to  them,  so  that  the  writings  in 
question  may  soon  have  fallen  into  oblivion.  But  notwith- 
standing the  silence  of  Eusebius,  we  have  seen  that  he  betrays 
some  knowledge  that  Papias  was  not  without  written  sources, 
and  his  contempt  for  this  author's  want  of  intelligence  may 
have  prevented  him  from  looking  carefully  into  the  subject. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  hypothesis  is  at  least  worthy  of 
consideration.^ 

^  I  observe  th&t  Haniack  thinks  the  refeienoe  to  the  '^nanatives''  of 
Aristion  points  to  some  written   source,  bat   he  does  not  pursue  the 
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The  foregoing  remarks  have  helped  to  prove  that  the 
Presbyter  John  was  a  real  man,  and  distinct  from  the  Apostle 
of  the  same  name.  This  will  be  the  most  convenient  place  to 
pursue  the  subject,  and  consider  the  hypotheses  which  have 
grown  out  of  the  allusions  of  Papias.  Dr  Salmon  thinks  that 
"the  elder  John"  is  none  other  than  the  Apostle,  the  only 
evidence  of  his  separate  existence  being  the  fact ''  that  Papias 
in  his  preface  names  John  twice  over/'  which  he  may  have 
done  out  of  "  mere  slovenliness  of  composition/'  and  he  says, 
"it  may  be  assumed  that  none  of  the  subsequent  passages 
in  that  [Papias']  work  where  John  is  mentioned  speaks 
decisively  on  the  present  question,  else  Eusebius  would  have 
quoted  it."^  I  cannot  but  regard  this  as  unreasonable  sceptic 
dsax.  The  passage  in  Papias  does  not  betray  the  required 
slovenlinesa  Eusebius  shows  no  doubt  that  there  were  two 
men,  and  lus  only  question  is,  of  which  of  them  was  Papias 
the  hearer  ?  It  must  have  been  pretty  clear  that  the  quoted 
traditions  of  the  Presbyter  were  not  traditions  of  the  Apostle. 
And  the  silence  of  history  respecting  this  second  John  is  no 
more  strange  than  its  silence  about  Aristion.^  Many  men  are 
prominent  during  their  lifetime  who  soon  pass  out  of  public 
memory.  The  epithet  "the  elder"  might  seem  to  determine 
the  question;  but  Dr  Salmon  contends  that  "it  can  scarcely 
mean  only  that  he  held  the  office  of  presbyter  in  the  Church ; 
for  then  Papias  would  not  have  used  the  definite  article  as  he 
does,  not  only  here  in  the  preface,  but  afterwards,  when  he 

subject  (Dm  Ghfon.  dtr  aUdvr.  LU.,  L  p.  698,  note  i)l     The  abore  hypo- 
iheeiB  was  framed  before  the  appearance  of  Hamack'a  work. 

1  See  hia  Introdttctwn  to  the  New  Teetamentj  p.  330  egq.,  and  his  article 
on  Joannes  Presbyter  in  the  DieUonary  of  Chnetian  Biographyj  iii  p. 

398  •M. 

>  The  Roman  Martyrology,  as  we  have  already  seen,  states  on  the  authority 
of  Papias  that^Aristion  was  one  of  the  seventy-two  disciples  of  Christi  and 
commemorates  his  martyrdom  at  Salamis  in  Cyprus  on  the  22nd  of 
February. 
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dies  a  saying  of  this  John  with  the  formula, '  This  also  the 
elder  said.' "  Aooordingly,  he  thinks  the  word  is  used  in  the 
same  sense  as  in  the  previons  part  of  the  passage,  to  denote 
"  the  venerated  heads  of  the  Church  in  a  former  generation."  ^ 
It  is  an  objection  to  this  view  that  in  the  wider  sense  the  title 
would  be  as  applicable  to  Aristion  as  to  John.  It  was  natural 
that  this  John  should  be  habitually  referred  to  as  the  Presbyter 
John  to  distinguish  him  from  the  Apostle;  and  in  citing 
traditions  of  the  Presbyter  John,  especially  if  these  traditions 
were  contained  in  a  book  bearing  that  title,  Papias  might 
readily  adopt  the  formula, ''  the  Presbyter  said."  I  therefore 
agree  with  lightf oot  that  the  word  here  has  its  official  sense  ' ; 
and  if  so,  the  existence  of  two  Johns  is  established. 

The  existence  of  the  Presbyter  John  being  granted,  a  curious 
and  difficult  question  arises.  Eusebius  thought  the  elder 
might  be  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse ;  and  in  modem  times 
it  has  been  suggested  that  the  Apostle  John  was  never  in  Asia 
Minor  at  all,  and  that  the  John  who  occupied  such  a  dis^ 
tinguished  position  in  the  Asiatic  churches  was  none  other 
than  the  Presbyter,  who  was  mistaken  for  the  Apostle  by  a  later 
generation.  Among  advocates  of  this  view  it  may  be  sufficient 
to  mention  Eeim,'  Holtzmann/  and  Scholten,^  and,  with  a  slight 
qualification,  Hamack,  who  thinks  that  the  Apostle  probably 
visited  and  was  known  in  Asia,  though  he  is  not  the  John  of 
Asiatic  tradition.^  Hamack  puts  forward  his  hypothesis, 
not  as  completely  established,  but  as  the  one  beset  with  fewest 
difficulties.^    If  this  hypothesis  could  be  established,  I  cannot 

^  Introduction,  p.  331.  *  Enays  on  Supernatural  Bdigian,  p.  1461 

'  Geschichte  Jem,  i  p.  161  #99.,  1867. 

^  In  Schenkel's  Bibd-Lex,,  1871,  and  EM.  in  das  N.T.,  p.  454  iqq.,  1885. 

^  Der  ApotUl  Johanneg  in  KUinatien,  1872. 

*  Chronologie,  p.  678,  espedally  note  3. 

^  A  Bomewhat  similar  view  is  defended  by  Aall,  Oe$ch,  der  Logoeidee  in 
der  <^r%st.  LU,,  pp.  56  eqq,  A  fuller  notice  of  t^e  liteiatnre  may  be  seen 
in  BouBset  (Meyer,  Qffenh.,  pp.  35  eq.),  who  defends  the  same  hypothe 
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see  that  the  Johannine  question  wotQd  be  much  relieved,  for 
the  Presbyter,  like  the  Apostle,  was  a  disciple  of  the  Lord,  and 
we  should  simply  have  to  transfer  to  him  all  the  evidence  that 
we  have  been  accustomed  to  associate  with  the  Apostle,  and 
should,  moreover,  be  burdened  with  some  added  difficulties. 
Hamack  endeavours  to  set  this  aside  by  maiTit.aining  that 
Papias  distinguishes  two  groups  of  ''  disciples  of  the  Lord,"  the 
one  representing  those  who  were  such  in  the  strict  sense,  the 
other  implying  a  more  remote  relation,  and  being  applicable  to 
the  Palestinian  Christians.  He  thinks  that  the  Presbyter 
belonged  to  this  second  group,  though  it  is  possible  that,  when 
he  was  a  child,  he  may  have  seen  Jesus.^  I  doubt,  however, 
whether  the  same  phrase  can  be  used  in  these  different  senses 
in  two  consecutive  lines;  and  a  sufficient  reason  for  the 
separate  mention  of  the  Presbyter  and  Aristion  is  supplied 
by  the  change  of  tense,  and  the  special  use  which  was  made 
of  them.  We  must,  however,  briefly  review  the  evidence  on 
each  side.  We  will  notice  first  the  evidence  in  support  of  the 
ecclesiastical  tradition. 

Our  principal  witness  is  Irenseus.  In  defending  his  view 
that  Jesus  was  over  forty  years  of  age,  he  says, "  All  the  elders 
who  in  Asia  associated  with  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord 
testify  that  John  had  delivered  these  things ;  for  he  remained 
with  them  till  the  times  of  Trajan.'  But  some  of  them  saw 
not  only  John,  but  also  other  apostles."'  Although  the  term 
apostles  is  not  necessarily  limited  to  the  twelve,  there  can  be 
no  reasonable  doubt  that  IrensBUs  refers  to  the  twelve  in  this 
passage;  for  the  appeal  is  obviously  to  those  who  were 
personally  acquainted  with  Jesus.  It  is  only  natural  that 
John  should  be  frequently  referred  to  as  ''  the  disciple  of  the 

»  Ckronoly  p.  660  «g.  *  So  far  in  Qieek. 

'  Hcer.y  n.  xxii.  5.    The  statement  that  John  lived  till  the  time  of 
Trajan  is  repeated  in  m.  iii.  4. 
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Lord/'  for  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  the  word  apostle  is  used  only 
once,^  and  then  in  qnite  a  general  sense,  whereas  ''  disciple  "  is 
of  constant  occurrence.  We  may  add  that  "John,"  if  not 
distinguished  from  the  Apostle,  must  denote  the  Apostle,  jnst 
as  certainly  as  Shakespeare  denotes  the  poet.  In  another 
passage  Irenaaus  says  that  **  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  who 
also  leaned  upon  his  breast,  himself  too  published  the  Gospel, 
while  he  was  living  in  Ephesns  of  Asia."^  Farther  on  he 
speaks  of  Polycarp  as  '^not  only  taught  by  apostles,  and 
having  associated  with  many  who  had  seen  Christ,  but  also 
appointed  bishop  by  apostles  in  Asia,  in  the  church  at 
Smyrna."  He  ''taught  the  things  which  he  had  learnt  from 
the  apostles."  ''And  there  are  some  who  have  heard  from 
him  that  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  having  gone  to  have 
a  bath  in  Ephesus,  and  having  seen  Cerinthus  inside,"  hastened 
from  the  bath.'  In  his  letter  to  Florinus,  Irenaaus  discloses 
the  source  of  his  information.  When  he  was  a  boy  he  used  to 
listen  to  the  discourses  of  Polycarp,  and  he  professes  to  have 
the  most  distinct  recollection  of  them,  "and  how  he  reported 
his  intercourse  with  John  and  with  the  rest  who  had  seen  the 
Lord."^  So  certain  is  Iremeus  of  the  correctness  of  his 
information  that  he  introduces  it  into  a  letter  of  remonstrance 
addressed  to  Victor,  the  Bishop  of  Rome,"  for  having 
excommunicated  the  Quartodeciman  churches.  He  relates 
how  Polycarp  came  to  Borne  in  the  time  of  Anicetus,*  with 
whom  he  conferred  about  Easter;  and  Anicetus  could  not 
persuade  Polycarp,  since  he  had  always  observed  the  festival 
in  the  way  objected  to,  "  with  John  the  disciple  of  our  Lord 

1  xiiL  16.  •  Hcer^  m.  L  i,  in  Greek. 

>  m.  ill.  4,  in  Greek,  where  he  sajs  that  in  his  early  manhood,  iw  rp 
wp^  iiiimw  4xcjc(f  ['*  ahont  seventeen,"  according  to  Philo,  D$  Jostpho,  1],  he 
has  seen  Polycarp,  the  latter  having  lived  to  a  great  age. 

*  Preserved  by  Eusebius,  H.  jK.,  v.  2a 

A  About  189-199  A.D.  *  Not  later  than  the  year  155. 
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and  with  the  rest  of  the  Aposties  with  whom  he  associated/'  ^ 
It  seems  therefore  abundantly  proved  that  Iremeus'  belief 
that  the  Apostle  John  lived  to  a  great  age  in  Asia  Minor  was 
not  a  momentary  error,  but  was  a  settled  conviction,  which 
he  held  without  the  least  misgiving;  and  it  seems  highly 
improbable  either  that  he  misunderstood  Polycarp,  or  that,  if 
he  did,  he  should  never  have  found  out  his  mistake  from 
intercourse  with  others  who  must  have  had  correct  informa- 
tion. One  thing  appears  to  be  quite  certain,  that  there  was 
some  John  in  Asia  Minor  who  was  highly  distinguished,  and 
to  whom  Polycarp  was  in  the  habit  of  appealing  as  an 
authority  of  the  first  dass,  one  who,  if  not  an  apostle,  was  to 
be  ranked  with  apostles. 

We  have  a  perfectly  independent  testimony  from  a  con- 
temporary of  IreniBus,  Polycrates,  Bishop  of  Ephesus.^  A 
letter  was  addressed  by  him  to  Victor,  Bishop  of  Rome,  in 
defence  of  the  Quartodedman  practice  which  prevailed  in  the 
churches  of  Asia,  and  a  portion  of  this  letter  has  been 
preserved  by  Eusebius.'  He  declares  that  the  churches  are 
faithful  to  the  tradition  which  has  come  down  to  them  from 
"great  luminaries"^  who  have  fallen  asleep  in  Asia,  and  he 
mentions  "Philip,  one  of  the  twelve  apostles,  who  sleeps  in 
Hierapolis,  .  .  .  and  moreover  also  John  who  leaned  on  the 
breast  of  the  Lord,  who  became  a  priest  wearing  the  weraKovy^ 

>  Praeenred  by  Euaebiiu,  v.  34.  '  Euaeb.,  H,  E,,  iii.  31. 

*  Ibid,^  and  t.  24,  which  containB  the  folldst  extract  *  Stoixcmu 

^  The  High-priest'B  golden  plate*  EpiphaniuB  says  that  Jamee,  the 
brother  of  the  Ixod,  wore  the  v^oXor,  and  waa  aUowed  to  enter  the 
Holy  of  Holies  once  a  year,  because  he  was  a  Nazarite  and  connected  with 
the  priesthood  [Har.y  zxix.  4,  Ixxviii  13,  14].  His  statement  is  not  of 
much  value,  especially  as  he  is  not  supported  by  the  authorities  whom 
he  names.  The  Martyrivm  of  the  evangelist  Mark  says  that  he  wore  the 
petalon  among  the  Jews.  Dean  Plumptre  notices  the  interesting  fact 
*'that  the  portrait  of  Josephus,  commonly  found  in  the  English  editions, 
represents  him  with  this  petalon.    I  do  not  know,"  he  adds,  *'  from  what 
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both  witness  [or,  martyr]  and  teacher :  he  sleeps  in  Ephesns. 
And  moreover  also  Polyearp  in  Smyrna,  both  bishop  and 
martyr."  ^  He  refers  also  to  Thraseas,  Sagaris,  Papeirios,  and 
Melito.  In  this  extract  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
Apostle  John  is  referred  to,  for  only  to  him  will  the  description 
that  he  leaned  on  the  breast  of  the  Lord  apply.  This  state- 
ment has  indeed  been  challenged  by  Bousset,  on  the  ground 
that  the  narrative  of  the  Synoptics  may  not  be  exact,  and 
that  Polycrates  describes  John,  not  as  an  apostle,  but  as  a 
teacher.^  But  as  regards  the  Synoptics,  the  question  is  not 
whether  they  may  be  in  error,  but  whether  Polycrates  can 
have  mistrusted  them;  and  here,  surely,  there  can  be  no 
reasonable  doubt.  We  may  add  that  the  Fourth  Gospel 
itself  does  not  suggest  the  presence  of  any  but  the  twelve 
at  the  last  supper.  The  description  of  John  as  a  disciple 
conforms  to  the  early  usage ;  and  Philip  is  described  as  one  of 
the  twelve  apostles  in  order  to  distinguish  him  from  the  well- 
known  evangelist.  John,  without  some  distinctive  epithet, 
naturally  means  the  apostle ;  and  if  Polycrates  had  meant  the 

pictaie  the  engraying  was  made,  but  the  fact  seems  to  indicate  that  the 
practice  was  not  so  strange  as  it  appears  to  as.  Joeephos,  it  will  be 
remembered,  claimed  descent  from  the  sons  of  Aaron,  and  it  is  not  unlikely 
that  both  St  John  and  the  brother  of  the  Lord  may  hare  had  a  like 
claim''  (The  Oeneral  EpiiUe  of  8l  Jome$y  in  the  Cambridge  BM$  /or 
Schoolt  and  OoUegUj  p.  29,  note  i).  Some  understand  the  phrase 
figuratively,  as  expreasiTe  of  John's  leading  position  among  the  Christians. 
Compare  Jerome's  insertion,  ^pontifex  ejus  fuit"  (De  Vir.  itt.,  45). 
Lightfoot,  who  regards  the  words  as  a  metaphor,  says,  *'the  short 
fragment  which  contains  them  has  several  figurative  expressions,  almost, 
if  not  quite,  as  violent,"  and  thinks  '*the  whole  passage  is  a  very  rude 
specimen  of  the  florid  '  Asiatic '  style."  Still  he  Uiinks  it  posttbU  **  that 
St  John  did  wear  this  decoration  as  an  emblem  of  his  Christian  privil^^es  " 
(see  the  note  in  St  Pauffs  JSpMe  to  ths  Oalatiam,  1865,  p.  336). 
Others  have  doubted  the  genuineness  of  the  words.  See  the  long  note  in 
Heiniehen's  Eusebiutj  H,  J7.,  v.  24,  note  3  ;  also  the  note  in  Lucke,  Com, 
fiber  doi  Ev.  Johan.,  1840,  pp.  20  sg. 
1  ud^rvt.  >  Meyer's  Konu  Offenb,f  pp.  43  tq. 
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Presbyter,  he  would  sorely  have  given  him  his  distinctive 
title.  I  can  therefore  feel  no  uncertainty  as  to  the  meaning 
of  the  passage.^  Now  we  must  observe  that  Polycrates  did 
not,  like  Iren»us,  write  at  a  distance,  where  he  would  have 
no  opportunity  of  correcting  mistaken  impressions,  but  in 
Ephesus,  the  very  city  where  John  was  said  to  be  buried. 
Here,  then,  we  must  have  the  tradition  of  the  Ephesian 
church,  and  not  a  personal  blunder  of  Polycrates  himself. 
We  must  further  observe  that  this  was  not  a  private  epistle, 
but  received  the  approval  of  a  great  number  of  bishops  who 
were  consulted  upon  the  subject  of  the  controversy,  so  that 
presumably  the  traditions  here  recorded  were  traditions  of  the 
Asiatic  churches  generally,  or  at  least  consistent  with  them. 
Further,  Polycrates  refers  to  his  grey  hairs,  and  says  that  he 
has  been  sixty-five  years  in  the  Lord,  and  had  had  com- 
munications with  the  brethren  from  all  parts  of  the  world.* 
He  was,  therefore,  at  least  sixty-five  years  old ;  and  if  we 
suppose  the  letter  to  have  been  written  about  195  A.D.,  his 
memory  would  carry  him  back  to  the  period  when  Polycarp 
was  still  alive,  and  IrensBUs  was  listening  to  his  teaching. 
We  must  add  that  he  was  a  follower  of  some  of  his  own 
relatives,'  and  seven  of  his  relatives  were  bishops,  so  that  he 
must  have  been  familiar  with  traditions  older  than  his  own 
time.  If  we  put  all  these  considerations  together,  I  think 
they  establish  a  strong  probability  that  the  Apostle  John 
ended  his  earthly  days  at  Ephesua 

We  have  some  direct  evidence  that  the  confident  belief  of 
IrensBUS  and  Polycrates  was  not  due  to  a  mistake  made  for 

1  BoQMef  8  tnnBfigaratioii  of  the  obsenre  Presbyter  into  a  diBtingaiBhed 
resident  in  Jenualemy  belonging  to  the  priestly  race,  reduces  our  whole 
question  to  one  of  merely  academic  interest ;  for  if  the  Qospel,  after  all,  was 
written  by  Cbrisf s  dearest  and  most  intimate  friend,  it  matters  little 
whether  the  name  of  the  author^s  father  was  Zebedee  or  not. 

•  'A»i  Tiff  oUwtUwus,  '  n«fijKoX«^<r«  ri<rli'  §dnSp. 
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the  first  time  in  their  own  generation.  Justin  Martjnr  says, 
'*And  then  among  ns  also  a  certain  man,  whose  name  was 
John,  one  of  the  apostles  of  Christ,  in  a  revelation  made  to 
him,  prophesied  that  those  who  believed  our  Christ  would 
spend  a  thousand  years  in  JerusaleuL"  ^  This  is  a  dear 
reference  to  the  Apocalypse ;  and  as  that  work  refers  to  the 
residence  of  John  in  Patmos,  it  is  a  reasonable  inf  erenoe  that 
the  Asiatic  tradition  was  already  in  existence  when  Justin 
wrote.  Further,  there  is  extant  a  letter  addressed  by  the 
church  in  Smyrna  to  the  church  in  Philomelium  (in  Phrygia), 
giving  an  account  of  the  martyrdom  of  Polycarp,  and  written 
not  very  long  after  that  event.  Its  genuineness  has  indeed 
been  impugned  in  recent  times,  but  I  think  on  very  in- 
sufficient grounds.'  In  this  letter  Polycarp  is  described  as 
SiSaa-KaKot  airocrroXiKOf  kcu  ir/DO^iyraroc '  The  latter  epithet  is 
explained  by  the  belief  of  the  writers  that  every  word  which 
he  spoke  would  be  fulfilled;  but  the  former,  which  receives 
no  explanation  in  the  context,  naturally  refers  to  his  early 
intercourse  with  the  apostles,  and  is  to  that  extent  confirmatory 
of  the  later  tradition. 

There  are  two  later  witnesses  outside  the  Aniatic  circle 
to  whom  we  must  refer.  Tertullian  challenges  the  heretics 
to  show  that  the  first  Bishop  of  any  of  their  churches  had 
been  appointed  by  apostles  or  apostolic  men.  This  the 
apostolic  churches  were  able  to  do,  ''as  the  church  of  the 
SmymsBans  relates  that  Polycarp  was  appointed  by  John."* 
Tertullian  does  not  mention  the  source  of  his  information, 
and  he  is  not  always  correct;  but  taking  this  statement  in 
connection  with  other  evidence,  I  think  we  may  fairly  say 

»  DwZ.,  8i. 

>  See  the  careful  examiDAtion  of  Lightfoot,  Apottolie  FaJthgn^  Part  II. 
VoL  i.  p.  604  tgg. 
•  §  16.  *  -D«  PrcBscrip,  Hartt^  32. 
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that  he  reports  correctly  the  tradition  of  the  church  of 
Smyrna.  Our  other  witness  is  Clement  of  Alexandria.  He 
relates  the  well-known  touching  story  about  John  and  the 
young  disciple  who  became  the  chief  of  a  band  of  robbers. 
This  story,  he  says,  was  handed  down  and  committed  to 
memory  "about  John  the  Apostle/'  and  in  the  course  of  it  he 
speaks  of  John's  residence  in  Ephesus,  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  which  the  incident  took  plaoe.^  Now  Clement  had  care- 
fully collected  traditions  handed  down  from  Peter  and  James, 
John  and  Paul,  and  one  of  his  teachers  was  an  Ionian  of 
Greece,  from  whom  he  may  have  learnt  the  tradition  of  the 
Asiatic  churches.^  It  seems  probable,  therefore,  that  we  have 
here  a  distinct  line  of  tradition,  which  affords  independent 
confirmation  of  the  statements  of  IrensBUS  and  Polycrates. 

It  is  needless  to  appeal  to  later  writers.  None  of  them 
contradicts  the  earlier  statements,  and  we  have  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  they  put  us  in  possession  of  fresh  sources  of 
knowledge.  The  testimonies  of  Irenieus,  of  Polycrates,  and 
of  Clement  are  those  on  which  we  must  mainly  rely.  In 
judging  of  the  collective  force  of  the  evidence,  we»  must  not 
forget  that  the  second  century  was  a  literary  age.  The 
churches  freely  communicated  with  one  another  by  letters, 
and  there  was  an  abundant  theological  literature  of  which 
only  a  few  fragments  have  survived.  I  see  no  reason  why 
the  churches  of  Asia  should  not  have  had  as  well-grounded  a 
certainty  that  John  had  been  once  among  them  as  we  have 
that  Gk>ldsmith  was  once  in  London.  Even  if  there  were 
nothing  but  oral  tradition  to  depend  upon,  still  oral  tradition 
can  hardly  go  astray  in  regard  to  the  broad  fact  in  so  short 
a  tima  The  Asiatic  John  was  a  public  character,  known  to 
numbers  of  people  in  various  placea    His  name  would  be 

>  QuM  div.  mIv.)  42,  p.  949,  Potter. 

*  Skwn^^  Lip.  322,  referred  to  by  Lightfoot,  B$9ay$j  p.  218,  note  2. 
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handed  down  with  the  utmost  veneration.  If  he  was  called 
the  Presbyter  to  distinguish  him  from  the  Apostle,  the  name 
Presbyter  would  have  dung  to  him.  When  Iren»us  and 
Polycrates  were  young  men,  numbers  besides  Polycarp  must 
have  known  with  absolute  certainty  whether  the  Apostle 
had  lived  in  Ephesus  or  not,  and  these  later  writers  cannot 
have  owed  all  their  knowledge  of  the  fact  to  the  venerable 
bishop.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  of  John's 
presence  in  Asia  Minor  is  entitled  to  command  our  assent 
unless  very  strong  arguments  can  be  produced  against  it. 

We  must,  however,  in  fairness  look  at  the  other  side  of  the 
question.  Dr  Salmon,  alluding  to  the  opinion  of  Scholten  and 
Eeim,  says,  ''The  arguments  they  offer  in  support  of  their 
paradox  are  so  weak  that  I  have  not  thought  it  worth  while 
to  discuss  them."  ^  With  this  judgment  I  am  unable  to  agree. 
Some  of  the  phenomena  are  certainly  perplexing,  and  might 
affect  our  conclusion  were  it  not  for  the  weight  of  the  evidence 
upon  the  other  side.  At  all  events  we  cannot  hold  an  opinion 
with  intelligence  and  confidence  till  we  know  what  can  be  said 
against  iti 

First,  there  seems  to  be  a  conspiracy  of  silence  among  the 
more  ancient  writers.  In  the  account  in  Acts*  of  Paul's 
farewell  address  to  the  Ephesian  elders,  there  is  a  prediction 
that  ''grievous  wolves"  will  enter  in  among  them,  but  no 
allusion  to  the  future  presence  of  an  apostle.  But  even  if  we 
suppose  the  speech  to  be  entirely  invented,  the  writer  of  Acts 
had  far  too  much  literary  skill  to  insert  such  an  improbable 
allusion.  The  narrative,  however,  is  contained  among  the 
"we"  passages,  so  that  the  speech  may  be  in  substance  a 
genuine  report,  and  Paul's  prediction  may  be  founded  on  his 
experience  of  Judalzing  opposition.  That  the  writer  of  Acts 
himself  gives  us  no  mf ormation  is  only  in  accordance  with  the 
*  Inbvdudton^  p.  333,  note  *.  *  xx.  17-38. 
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general  plan  of  his  work.  Again,  John  is  not  mentioned  in 
the  later  Pauline  Epistles,  notably  Ephesians  and  Colossians, 
or  in  I  Peter.  Of  course  not  if  they  are  genuine :  if  they  are 
spurions,  a  forger  who  could  produce  such  epistles  would  be 
equal  to  the  avoidance  of  a  glaring  anachronism.  The  silence 
of  Polycarp  is  less  easily  explained.  It  is  natural  that  in 
writing  to  the  Philippians  he  should  dwell  especially  upon 
Paul,  whose  name  alone  is  mentioned.  But  it  is  strange  that 
he  should  quote  so  largely,  not  only  from  the  Pauline  Epistles, 
but  from  i  Peter,  and  have  such  scanty  allusions  to  the 
Johannine  writings.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  Peter, 
whose  name  was  prominent  at  Corinth  in  the  time  of  Paul, 
and  who  is  believed  to  have  journeyed  to  Rome  at  the  end  of 
his  life,  may  have  been  much  better  known  than  John  at 
Philippi;  and  it  deserves  notice  that  the  Apocalypse  is  as 
little  alluded  to  as  the  Fourth  Gospel,  although  it  contains  a 
letter  to  the  church  at  Smyrna.  Ignatius,  again,  in  his  letter 
to  the  Ephesians  mentions  Paul,  but  not  John.^  The  reference 
to  Paul,  however,  is  occasioned  by  special  circumstances.  Paul 
on  his  journey  to  his  long  imprisonment  had  stopped  at 
Miletus,  and  sent  for  the  elders  of  the  Ephesian  Church  to 
meet  him  there.  Ignatius  stopped  at  Smyrna  on  his  way  to 
martyrdom  at  Rome,  and  received  a  deputation  from  Ephesus. 
It  is  no  doubt  in  allusion  to  this  resemblance  in  their  fortunes 
that  he  says, ''  ye  are  a  road  of  transit^  of  those  who  are  slain 
unto  Qod,  and  are  associated  in  the  mysteries  with  Paul  the 
sanctified,''  in  whose  steps  he  wishes  to  be  found.  A  reference 
to  John  here  would  be  quite  out  of  place.  But  only  two  or 
three  lines  before,  in  the  previous  section,  he  expresses  his 
wish  to  be  found  in  the  lot  of  the  Ephesian  Christians, ''  who 
also  continually  agreed  with  the  apostles  in  the  power  of 
Jesus  Christ"    This  may  very  well   be  an  allusion  to  the 

>  §  12.  «  ndpoBos. 
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residence  of  John  among  them.  The  plnnJ,  aposties,  shows 
that  more  than  Paul  are  referred  to,  and  nraprore  suggests  a 
repeated  and  long-oontinued  connection.  Clement  of  Bome^ 
says  that  the  Apostles,  preaching  in  oonntry  and  cities, 
appointed  their  first  fruits  to  be  bishops  and  deacons ;  and  as 
they  foresaw  that  there  would  be  strife  about  the  office,  they 
made  provision  that,  when  those  whom  they  appointed  fell 
asleep,  other  approved  men  should  succeed  them.  The  sequel 
of  the  passage  shows  that  some  of  those  appointed  by  the 
apostles  were  living,  while  others  had  already  died.  This 
statement  certainly  leaves  the  impression  that  the  apostolic 
age  was  over,  and,  though  still  within  living  memory,  was 
seen  through  a  perspective  of  many  years.  But  even  if,  with 
lightf  oot,  we  place  the  Epistle  as  early  as  95  or  96,  or,  with 
Hamack,  93-95,  the  apostles  of  the  Romans  and  Corinthians, 
Paul  and  Peter,  had  died  a  generation  earlier,  and  the  language 
of  Clement  is  perfectly  appropriate.  Still  I  confess  I  find  it 
hard  to  believe  that  one  of  the  greatest  apostles  was  still  living, 
and  residing  in  the  very  city  from  which  Paul  addressed  his 
first  letter  to  the  Corinthians.  But  the  date  of  the  Epistle 
of  Clement  is  not  absolutely  certain,  and  if  we  might  place 
it  a  very  few  years  later,  the  last  of  the  apostles  would  have 
gone  to  his  rest,  and  the  silence  of  the  Epistle  would  be  quite 
inteUigiUe.  We  may  also  observe  that  the  tradition  that 
John  survived  till  the  time  of  Trajan  can  hardly  daim  the 
same  degree  of  certainty  as  that  of  his  residence  in  Asia;  for 
it  belongs  to  a  kind  of  fact  in  which  a  mistake  might  much 
more  easily  be  made.'  Thus  the  silence  of  early  documents, 
though  we  may  regret  it,  does  not  furnish  a  strong  adverse 

^  42  and  44. 

'  The  Paochal  Chronicle  places  the  deaths  of  John  and  Clement  in  the 
same  year ;  but  the  former  is  mentioned  only  as  what  was  reported,  ^mt^. 
Ed.  Dindorf,  i  p.  470. 
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ai^mneni.  Negative  evidence  is  notorionaly  precarious,  and 
often  the  silence  of  writers  about  facts  which  they  most 
have  known  is  diffictQt  to  understand.  For  instance,  in  the 
documents  above  alluded  to,  how  many  things  are  omitted  in 
Acts  which  we  might  reasonably  expect  to  find,  and  how 
strange  it  is  especially  that  the  author  does  not  tell  us  what 
became  of  Paul  at  the«end  of  his  two  years'  residence  in  Rome. 
We  may  add  that,  if  the  Asiatic  John  was  the  Presbyter,  and 
the  author  of  the  Gospel,  the  silence  of  the  early  writers  is 
scarcely  less  perplexing;  for  in  that  case  the  Presbyter  was 
the  greatest  Christian  of  his  time,  a  man  to  be  ranked  with 
the  Apostle  Paul  in  the  fervour  of  his  Christian  experience 
and  the  profundity  of  his  spiritual  genius.  But  how  much 
may  be  written  even  in  modem  times  without  reference  to 
the  greatest  men  of  the  age,  or  to  the  teachers  who  are  most 
deeply  revered  by  the  authors.  The  ancients  did  not,  any 
more  than  ourselves,  write  for  the  special  delectation  and 
instruction  of  remote  critic& 

Both  sides  have  appealed  to  the  testimony  of  Hegesippus. 
According  to  Eusebius^  he  stated  that  Symeon  the  son  of 
Qopas,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  survived  till  the  time  of  Trajan, 
when  he  died  by  crucifixion  at  the  age  of  120,  and  he  added 
that  down  to  these  times  the  Church  remained  a  pure  virgin ; 
but  when  the  sacred  company  of  apostles  had  died  in  various 
ways,  and  the  generation  of  those  who  had  heard  the  inspired 
wisdom  had  passed  away,  then  atheistic  error  arose  through 
the  deceit  of  heterodox  teachers,  who,  as  none  of  the  apostles 
was  any  longer  left,  attempted  to  preach  their  false-named 
Gnosia  From  this  passage,  it  mi^t  be  argued,  that  one  of 
the  apostles  at  least  must  have  survived  till  the  time  of 
Trajan;  but  Holtzmann^  objects  that  only  Symeon  is  men- 
tioned as  having  reached  that  late  period.  Weiss  concedes 
1  H.  E^  iii.  32.  '  BinL,  p.  455. 
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that  the  passage  is  ixiconcltisive»  because  Ensebins  does  not 
profess  to  quote  the  very  words  of  Hegesippus,  and  where  he 
does  quote  them  ^  there  is  no  mention  of  the  apostles,  bat  only 
a  statement  that  they  called  the  Church  virgin  till  the  time  of 
Symeon.*  I  do  not  think,  however,  that  Eusebius  is  really 
reporting  the  same  passages  of  Hegesippus,  for  the  one  which 
he  quotes  verbally  is  part  of  the  account  of  the  appointment 
of  Symeon  as  Bishop,  whereas  the  other,  of  which  he  gives 
the  substance,  followed  the  account  of  his  martyrdom.  I 
consider  it  probable,  therefore,  that  in  the  earlier  passage  we 
have,  if  not  the  exact  words,  at  least  the  general  meaning  of 
Hegesippus ;  but  I  agree,  nevertheless,  with  Weiss  in  believing 
that  its  evidence  is  neutral  On  the  one  hand,  it  does  not  say 
that  any  of  the  apostles  survived  till  the  time  of  Trajan.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  is  nothing  adverse  to  such  a  fact ;  for  if 
Symeon  outlived  John,  he  would  be  the  last  representative  of 
the  generation  of  eye-witnesses.  We  may  observe,  further, 
that  Hegesippus  is  evidently  treating  of  the  Church  at  Jeru- 
salem; and  though  the  remark  about  its  purity  may  be 
applicable  to  the  Church  at  large,  it  would  be  out  of  place  to 
fly  off  to  Asia  Minor  and  tell  us  that  John  had  died  there, 
not  many  years  before.  It  must  be  remembered  also,  that 
Hegesippus  cannot  have  been  much  older  than  Irenadus,  and 
that  though  he  visited  Corinth  and  Rome  ^  we  have  no  reason 
for  supposing  that  he  was  ever  in  Asia  Minor;  and,  therefore, 
unless  he  recorded  a  tradition  that  the  Apostle  John  died  in 
Palestine  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  or  something  of 
that  kind,  it  would  be  absurd  to  compare  his  authority  with 
that  of  IrensBUS  in  the  question  before  us.  The  fact  is,  how- 
ever, that  he  relates  no  such  tradition,  and  that,  for  anything 
we  know,  he  may  have  told  in  some  part  of  his  five  books 
that  John  died  at  Ephe^us  in  the  time  of  Trajan. 
*  In  iv.  22.  *  EM.y  p.  365,  note  4.  •  Eos.,  H.  B^  iv.  22. 
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It  is  alleged  that  the  book  of  Revelation  ^  represents  all  the 
Apostles  as  dead,  in  the  passage  where,  after  the  description 
of  the  downfall  of  the  great  city,  Babylon,  are  the  words, 
''  Rejoice  over  her,  thou  heaven,  and  ye  saints,  and  ye  aposties, 
and  ye  prophets;  for  Qod  hath  judged  your  judgment  on 
her."  It  is,  I  think,  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  argument  that 
the  author  of  the  book  reckoned  himself  among  the  prophets,' 
ao  that  he  cannot  have  believed  that  all  the  prophets  were 
dead ;  and  if  it  be  said  that  the  reference  is  only  to  the  ancient 
prophets,  we  may  refer  to  "  the  saints,"  and  we  certainly  can- 
not admit  that  their  number  was  regarded  as  closed.  The 
fact  that  James,  Peter  and  Paul  at  all  events  had  died  by 
martyrdom  is  sufficient  to  explain  the  allusion,  especially 
when  we  remember  that  the  passage  is  prophetic,  and  in  its 
references  to  the  past,  is  looking  back  from  an  imaginary 
future. 

On  the  whole,  then,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  attempt  to 
prove  from  early  documents  that  the  later  tradition  was 
erroneous  must  be  pronounced  a  failure.  At  first,  I  fully 
allow,  the  unanimous  silence  of  so  many  possible  witnesses  is 
a  little  startling;  but  when  we  reflect  not  only  on  the 
character  of  the  particular  works  to  which  appeal  can  fairly 
be  made,  but  on  what  may  be  called  the  literary  fragmentari- 
ness  of  the  earliest  Christian  writers  generally,  and  the  strange 
silences  that  we  undoubtedly  find  in  them,  our  surprise  wears 
ofi^,  and  nothing  is  left  in  the  shape  of  substantial  argument. 
We  must,  however,  notice  the  efibrts  which  have  been  made  to 
weaken  the  later  testimony. 

It  is  urged  that  Irenffius  in  difierent  places  refers  to  his 

John  as  ^adfrni^  Kvpiov,  and  that  both  he  and  Polycrates  were 

misled  by  the  use  of  this  expression,  and  confounded  the 

Presbyter  with  the  Apostle.    To  this  we  may  reply  that  it  is 

'  zviii.  20.  '  See  especially  xzii.  9. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


220  PAPIAS 

not  likely  that  they  ahonld  both  fall  into  this  mistake,  and 
have  misled  all  subsequent  writeis  by  such  a  casual  Unnder. 
Then  we  must  remember  that  they  were  not  guided  by  a 
passing  literary  statement,  which  might  have  been  misunder- 
stoodf  but  were  relying  upon  their  recollections  of  a  time  when 
they  had  abundant  means  of  correcting  any  &dse  impression. 
Moreover,  we  find  that  Papias  himself  thought  **  the  disciple  of 
the  Lord  "  a  sufficient  description  of  the  Apostle ;  and  if  we 
learn  anything  at  all  about  a  seocmd  John,  it  is  that  he  was 
carefully  distinguished  from  the  Apostle  by  the  title  of  the 
Presbyter.  We  must  therefore  conclude  that  "John  the 
disciple  of  the  Lord,"  when  standing  alone,  meant  the  Apostle 
just  as  much  in  the  time  of  Polycarp  as  in  that  of  benasus. 
But  it  is  said  that  we  have  positive  proof  that  Irenseus 
confounded  the  two  men ;  for  as  Eusebius  points  out,  he  says 
that  Papias  was  a  hearer  of  John,  meaning  the  Apostle,  where- 
as he  was  really  a  hearer,  not  of  the  Apostle,  but  oi  the 
Presbyter.^  But  the  &ct  is  that  the  passage  quoted  by 
Eusebius  affords  no  proof  that  he  was  a  hearer  of  either  the 
one  or  the  other.  This  discloses  a  weak  spot  in  Hamack's 
argument.  He  assumes  that  benaous  derived  his  notion  that 
Papias  was  a  hearer  of  some  John  from  that  fathei^s  own 
work,*  and  that  Papias  knows  of  only  one  John,  namely,  the 
Presbyter,  for  Asia.'  But  in  fact  there  is  not  a  particle  of 
evidence  that  Papias  ever  met  the  Presbyter  John ;  and  that 
he  had  never  much  intercourse  with  him  seems  clearly  implied 
in  his  having  to  rely  upon  others  for  the  sayings  of  the 
Presbyter.  We  must  add  that  the  assumption  is  equally 
without  foundation  that  the  Presbyter  was  ever  in  Asia  at  alL 

1  In  his  OhnmAcUy  EoMbitis  is  content  to  aooopt  IrenaBUs*  statement 
(Schoene's  ed.,  11.  p.  162).  Later  references  to  Papias  as  ^imiwww  fuifi^rit 
maj  have  had  their  origin  in  the  same  statement.| 

"  Chrmoiogitj  p.  657,  »  P.  674. 
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Aristion,  who  is  named  with  him,  is,  as  we  have  seen,  tradition- 
ally connected  with  Cyprus.  LrenaBUs'  statement,  whether 
correct  or  not,  was  not  derived  from  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
passage  cited  from  Papias'  preface,  for  it  is  coupled  with  the 
information  that  Fapias  waa  a  companion  of  Polycarp,  and  this 
receives  no  support  from  the  extract.  I  think  we  must  infer 
from  Eusebius'  account  that,  if  he  was  ever  a  hearer  of  the 
Apostle,  it  was  for  so  short  a  time  that  he  retained  no 
reminiscences  which  he  thought  worth  recording.  Perhaps 
IrensBUS  made  a  mistake,  and,  having  heard  that  he  was  a 
companion  of  Polycarp's,  inferred  that  he  must  have  been  one 
of  those  who  had  listened  to  John.  But  a  mistake  of  this 
kind  does  not  justify  us  in  believing  that  he  was  mistaken  on 
the  main  question;  for  he  was  a  hearer  of  Polycarp's,  and 
distinctly  remembered  his  person  and  his  teaching,  whereas 
we  have  no  reason  for  supposing  that  he  had  any  personal 
acquaintance  with  Papias,  or  that  Polycarp,  whenever  he 
referred  to  his  intercourse  with  John,  took  care  to  state  that 
Papias  was  with  him. 

Holtzmann,^  however,  thinks  there  is  absolute  proof  that 
in  one  instance  IrensBUS  has  confounded  the  Presbyter  with 
the  Apostle ;  and,  if  in  one  instance,  why  not  in  all  ?  Eusebius, 
he  says,  traces  the  chiliastic  fancies  of  Papias  to  Aristion  and 
the  Presbyter  John  as  their  source,  whereas  Irenseus  derives 
them  from  the  Apostle  John.  But  I  think  Holtzmann  has  not 
scanned  his  authorities  with  his  usual  care.  IrensBus^  relates 
on  the  authority  of  Papias,  that  elders,  who  had  seen  John 
the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  remembered  having  heard  from  him 
how  the  Lord  taught  about  the  messianic  times;  and  then 

1  BiM-LiX,^  p.  358.  Bonsaet  also  lelies  upon  this  argument  (Meyer, 
Offmb.y  p.  43).  Whj  be  appeals  to  the  Armenian  fragment  in  Harvey's 
edition  of  Irenflsus  (ii.  p.  448)  I  do  not  know,  for  it  agrees  with  the  Latin 
text 

•  V.  zzxiuL  3-4. 
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follows  the  absurd  passage  about  the  vines.^  Now,  if  we 
interpret  this  by  the  fragment  of  Papias'  preface,  I  believe 
the  &ct  must  stand  thus :  Papias  recorded  what  he  thought 
he  had  once  heard  from  elders  who  had  seen  the  Apostle  John, 
or  perhaps  only  from  followers  of  those  elders.  It  is  here  that 
Irenffius  calls  Papias  a  hearer  of  John ;  but  if  he  meant  that 
Papias  himself  remembered  having  heard  the  story  from  John, 
I  think  he  would  have  said  that  Papias,  or  at  all  events  an 
elder,  and  not  "the  elders,"  had  this  recollection.  Ensebins 
is  in  complete  agreement  with  this.  Having  made  his  general 
criticism  abont  the  two  Johns,  he  passes  on  to  stories  which 
Papias  received  from  the  daughters  of  Philip.  Then  he  refers 
to  strange  parables  and  teachings  of  the  Saviour  which  had 
come  to  him  ''  from  unwritten  tradition,"  among  which  were 
objectionable  things  about  the  miUennium«  But  instead  of 
saying  that  these  things  rested  on  the  authority  of  the 
Presbyter  John,  he  supposes  that  Papias,  owing  to  the  small- 
ness  of  his  understanding,  did  not  perceive  the  figurative 
character  of  "the  apostolic  narratives."^  "Unwritten 
tradition  "  exactly  describes  the  process  indicated  by  IrensBUs, 
and  "apostolical"  points  to  the  Apostle  and  not  to  the 
Presbyter.  Having  completed  this  subject,  Eusebius  adds, 
"  but  also  he  commits  to  his  own  writing  other  narratives  of 
the  words  of  the  Lord,  of  the  aforementioned  Aristion,  and 
traditions  of  the  Presbyter  John."  I  need  hardly  remark 
that  "other"  in  Qreek  does  not  imply  that  the  previous 
account  came  from  the  same  source.  The  meaning  is  simply 
that  he  introduced  other  narratives  into  his  work,  and  that 
these  were  derived  from  Aristion  and  the  Presbyter  John.    It 

^  This  has  been  traced  by  Dr  J.  Bendel  Hairia  to  a  Hebrew  Midnsh  on 
the  ** Blessing  of  Isaac"  (Ammoa/f^  JaumcU  of  Theologyy  July  1900^  p.  499). 
It  is  a  silly  exaggeration  of  poetical  language  in  the  prophets.  Its  germ 
maj  be  seen  in  the  Bo<A  of  Enochs  x.  19* 

'  Tiis  iuro^rfXmkt  ....  BifT^f  «ff. 
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seems,  then,  that  on  this  particular  point  Eusebios  and  Irenaus 
are  in  complete  agreement.^ 

If  the  view  hitherto  taken  be  correct,  another  of 
Holtzmann's  improbabilities  falls  to  the  ground.  He  thinks 
it  most  unlikely  that  there  were  two  Johns,  who  were  both 
disciples  of  the  Lord,  both  removed  to  Ephesus,  both  lived  to 
a  great  age,  and  both  were  characterized  by  a  similar  activity.* 
But  the  simple  fact  is,  that  we  have  only  the  most  shadowy 
proof  that  the  Presbyter  John  was  ever  in  Asia  Minor  at  alL 
For  anything  that  we  know,  he  may  have  died  in  Palestine 
long  before  the  Apostle  John.  The  supposition  that  the 
Presbyter  was  ever  in  Ephesus  seems  due  to  a  conjecture  of 
Dionysius  of  Alexandria.  In  discussing  the  authorship  of  the 
Apocalypse,  he  admits  that  it  was  by  some  one  named  John. 
There  was  John  Mark,  but  whether  he  was  the  writer  he 
would  not  affirm,  as,  according  to  Acts,  he  turned  back  from 
Asia.  He  supposes  it  was  some  one  else  in  Asia,  "  for  they 
say  that  there  were  erected^  two  monuments  in  Ephesus,  and 
each  is  called  John's."  *  It  is  clear  from  this  that  Dionysius 
knew  nothing  historically  of  a  second  John  in  Asia,  and  that 
if  he  knew  anything  of  the  Presbyter  John,  he  cannot  have 
placed  him  there.  The  Apostolical  ConstUutiona,  a  work  on 
which  no  reliance  can  be  placed,  also  refers  to  two  Johns  at 
Ephesus,  of  whom  the  second  was  ordained  by  the  Apostle  ^ ; 
but  the  second  is  not  called  the  Presbyter.  The  identification 
of  the  Presbyter  of  Papias  with  the  second  John  of  Dionysius 
seems  to  have  been  reserved  for  Eusebius^;    and  he  offers 

^  I  am  glad  to  observe  that  Consen,  who  rejects  the  Johannine  author- 
ship of  the  Gospel,  thinks  that  the  notion  of  a  confusion  between  the 
Apostle  and  the  Presbyter  is  quite  untenable.  See  his  article,  **  Warum  ist 
das  vierte  Evangelium  fur  ein  Werk  des  Apoetels  Johannes  erklart  woiden  ?  " 
in  the  ZeiUehr.  fur  rmOeit.  Wiss,^  1901,  pp.  207  tqq. 

*  BtbO-Lex^  p.  358.  »  rtWcr^oi.  «  Euseb.,  H.  E.^  tH.  25. 

*  viL  46.  •  -HT.  2?.,  iii.  39. 
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nothing  in  support  of  it  bat  his  own  conjectore.  Jerome 
informs  us  that  a  second  sepulchre  was  pointed  out  at 
BpheeuB,  and  some  believed  that  the  two  monuments 
commemorated  the  same  John  the  Evangelist^  It  appears, 
therefore,  that  we  have  no  direct  testimony  to  the  existence  of 
two  Johns  in  Asia  Minor,  and  the  only  evidence  is  the  allied 
presence  of  two  monuments  in  Ephesus,  which  Dionysius,  who 
had  nothing  but  hearsay  to  go  upon,  assigned  conjecturally  to 
two  men  of  the  same  name.  London,  however,  can  boast  two 
monuments  of  Goldsmith,  one  in  Westminster  Abbey,  and 
another  in  the  Temple;  but  this  &ct  has  not  yet  led  to  the 
creation  of  two  Goldsmiths,  or  the  denial  that  the  same  man 
can  be  the  author  of  such  diflwimilar  works  as  ''  The  Vicar  of 
Wakefield,"  ''The  Deserted  Village,"  and  ''She  Stoops  to 
Conquer."  Our  Asiatic  witnesses  tell  us  nothing  of  a  second 
John,  and  I  am  therefore  inclined  to  agree  with  Holtzmann 
that  there  was  only  one  celebrated  man  of  this  name  in 
Ephesua  But  if  so,  the  whole  of  our  evidence  goes  to  prove 
that  this  one  man  was  the  Apostle.  Of  the  existence  of  a 
Presbyter  John  in  Asia  we  have  no  testimony  of  any  kind, 
and  we  have  no  evidence  b^ond  a  very  doubtful  inter- 
pretation placed  by  Eusebius  upon  the  words  of  Fapias. 
Without  following  Dr  Salmon,  then,  in  denying  the 
reality  of  the  Presbyter,  we  see  that  there  is  no  reason 
for  regarding  him  as  the  perplexing  double  of  the  Apostle 
in  Ephesus. 

Holtzmazm'  makes  what  I  cannot  but  think  rather  a 
strange  assertion  in  support  of  his  position.  He  says  that  the 
Muratorian  Canon,  in  which  the  Fourth  Gkwpel  meets  us,  as  it 


^  De  Vvr.  tU.,  ix.  There  is,  however,  a  reading  ''memorataa "  inatead  of 
*<  memoriaB,"  and  this  would  refer  to  the  two  epieUefl^  the  second  and  third, 
which  hare  been  just  spoken  of  as  ascribed  to  John  the  Presbyter. 

>  EM,,  p.  455- 
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were,  in  the  first  freshness  of  recognized  canonicity,  regards 
Jerusalem  as  the  place  of  composition,  and,  as  the  time  of 
composition,  the  period  when  the  Apostles  were  still  united,  so 
that  the  Johannine  writings  preceded  the  Epistles  of  Panl. 
On  this  statement  several  remarks  immediately  suggest 
themselve&  The  priority  of  John  to  Paul  is  spoken  of  in 
connection  with  the  Apocalypse,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  Gk)speL  If  the  composition  of  the  Oospel  is  really 
assigned  to  the  period  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  the 
statement  certainly  contradicts  the  usual  tradition,  but  is  in 
no  way  inconsistent  with  the  removal  of  the  Apostle  to 
Ephesus,  after  Jerusalem  was  destroyed.  But,  in  fact,  the 
fragment  says  nothing  whatever  about  either  time  or  place  of 
composition,  and  the  author  might  look  for  John's  ''fellow- 
disciples  and  bishops,"  who  exhorted  him  to  write  the  Gospel, 
just  as  well  in  Ephesus  as  in  Jerusalem.  Considering  that 
the  fragment  must  have  been  written  as  late  as  the  time  of 
IrensBUS,  it  is  not  likely  that  the  author  meant  to  depart  so 
widely  from  the  tradition  of  the  time ;  and  we  have  already 
seen  that  the  tradition  included  other  apostles,  along  with 
John,  in  the  Asiatic  residence.  In  this  argument,  then,  I 
cannot  feel  any  weight  whatever. 

Another  argument  is  that  Papias  places  John  late  in  his  list 
of  apostles  about  whose  sayings  he  inquired,  and  gives  no  hint 
of  his  having  been  in  Asia.  But  we  have  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  list  is  arranged  in  reference  to  the  proximity 
of  the  several  apostles  to  Papias.  John  and  Matthew  are 
given  at  the  end,  we  know  not  why.  Papias  knew  a  work 
by  Matthew,  and  still  he  names  him  last,  and  he  may  place 
John  with  him,  for  anything  we  know  to  the  contrary,  as  the 
other  apostolic  evangelist.  Since  he  does  not  name  the 
locality  of  any  of  the  Presbyters  or  Apostles,  it  is  no  wonder 
that  he  did  not  go  out  of  his  way  to  tell  us  that  John  had 
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come  to  Ephesus,  a  £art  which,  if  tme,  must  have  been  as  well 
known  to  his  readers  as  to  himself. 

Again,  it  is  confidently  alleged  that  Philip  the  Evangelist 
settled  at  Hierapolis,  and  was  changed  by  tradition  into  Philip 
the  Apostle.  This,  however,  is  a  very  questionable  statement. 
Our  earliest  witness  is  Papias  himsell  He  mentions  Philip 
among  the  ''disciples  of  the  Lord"  after  whose  sayings  he 
inquired;  and  as  his  name  occurs  in  the  midst  of  those  of 
apostles,  it  is  evident  that  the  Apostle  is  meant.  There  is  no 
reference  to  any  other  Philip.  Accordingly,  when  Papias 
relates  a  story  received  from  the  daughters  of  Philip,  the 
natural  inference  is  that  he  alludes  to  the  Apostle.  Eusebius, 
in  this  connection,  calls  him  " Philip  the  Apostle'' ;  but,  as  he 
is  not  quoting,  we  cannot  be  sure  that  these  are  the  words  of 
Papias.  Without  these  words,  however,  the  reasonable  sup- 
position surely  is  that  the  Apostle  is  meant.  Our  next 
witness  is  Polycrates,  who,  in  the  letter  already  referred  to,^ 
tells  us  that  Philip,  one  of  the  twelve  apostles,  sleeps  at 
Hierapolis,  and  also  his  two  daughters,  aged  virgins,  while 
his  other  daughter  rests  in  Ephesus.  The  expression  HXi'inrov 
Tov  t£i/  Sw&€Ka  airo<rro\wv  clearly  indicates  a  desire  to  dis- 
tinguish this  Philip  from  another  one,  so  that  the  statement 
of  Polycrates  is  deliberate^  and  not  an  accidental  error. 
Clement  of  Alexandria  to  some  extent  confirms  this  aceoxmt 
when,  in  combating  those  who  disapproved  of  marriage,  he 
says  that  the  Apostles  Peter  and  Philip  had  children,  and 
Philip  even  gave  his  daughters  to  husbanda^  This  is  not  in 
strict  agreement  with  Polycrates ;  but  we  may  accept  it  as  a 
general  statement,  and  sufficiently  accurate  for  the  immediate 
purpose.  Clement  does  not  say  anything  about  Philip's 
residence  in  Asia,  and  the  value  of  his  testimony  lies  in  the 
assertion  that  the  Apostle  had  daughters.    There  is  no  appear- 

1  EuBeb.,  H,  E.^  iiL  31,  ▼.  24.  '  Strom,f  iiL  6,  p.  535. 
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ance  of  confusion  between  the  apostle  and  evangelist  till  we 
come  to  rather  a  later  time.  Eusebios  quotes  a  statement 
from  the  Dialogue  between  Caius  and  Produs,  in  which  the 
latter  is  represented  as  saying, ''  After  this  four  prophetesses, 
the  daughters  of  Philip,  arose  in  EQerapolis  in  Asia.  Their 
tomb  is  there,  and  that  of  their  father."  ^  From  the  resem- 
blance to  Acts  xxi.  9,  we  may  suppose  that  the  writer  had  the 
Evangelist  in  his  mind ;  but  he  does  not  distmguish  Philip  as 
such.  It  is  quite  possible  that  Proclus,  of  whose  opportunities 
of  information  we  are  ignorant,  having  heard  that  Philip 
and  his  daughters  once  resided  at  EQerapolis,  thoughtlessly 
identified  him  with  the  Philip  in  Acts.  This  would  have 
been  a  very  natural  confusion,  and  is  sufficient  to  ^explain  the 
whole  difficulty;  for  no  one  can  seriously  maintain  that  there 
is  a  difficulty  in  supposing  that  two  men  of  the  same  name 
may  each  have  had  some  daughters.  The  possibility  of  con- 
fusion is  proved  by  the  curious  fact  that  Eusebius  ^  identifies 
the  Apostle  with  the  Evangelist,  although  he  quotes  from 
Acts  the  very  passage  in  which  the  latter  is  described  as  one 
of  the  seven.  But  it  is  quite  dear  that  in  the  opinion  of  the 
historian  it  was  the  apostle  who  lived  at  Hierapolis,  and  that 
he,  through  some  misunderstanding,  was  taken  to  be  the  same 
as  the  evangelist.  I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  testimony  of 
Polycrates  is  perfectly  correct;  that  there  was  no  confusion 
between  the  two  men  till  a  later  date;  and  that  when  it 
took  place  it  was  not  of  the  kind  required  by  the  argument, 
but,  instead  of  substituting  one  man  for  the  other,  identified 
the  two.' 

»  H.  E^  iii.  31.  «  H.  E^  iil  31. 

8  Lightfoot  hIbo  defends  the  statement  of  Polycrates ;  see  his  note  in 
8t  PavVi  EpistUi  to  the  CoUmoms  and  PhiUmoriy  1875,  p.  45,  note  3. 
Hilgenfeld  also  thinks  the  Apostle  was  in  Asia,  bat  apparently  believes 
the  writer  of  Acts  to  be  mistaken,  EwL^  p.  399,  note  i.  For  the  latter 
supposition  I  see  no  occasion. 
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Perhaps  the  most  formidable  evidence  is  presented  by  an 
alleged  statement  of  Papias  that  James  and  John  were  pat 
to  death  by  Jews.  This  allegation  is  contained  in  the 
Chronicle  of  Qeorgius  Hamartolns  (of  the  ninth  century) ;  and 
as  the  context  is  of  some  importance,  the  passage  must  be 
presented  in  fulL  It  is  as  follows : — "  After  Domitian,  Nerva 
reigned  one  year;  and  he,  having  recalled  John  from  the 
island,  dismissed  him  to  live  in  Ephesus.  Then  being  the 
only  survivor  of  the  twelve  disciples,  and  having  composed 
the  Qoepel  according  to  him,  he  has  been  deemed  worthy  of 
martyrdom.  Ilairia?  yap  o  'I«/>airoX€co9  rjr/crcoiroy  avroTrnf^ 
TovTov^  yevofULevof  ev  r^  Stvrepfp  \oyip  tSw  Kvpiouciiv  Xoyiwu 
4>aa'K€h  Sti  tnro  'lovScuwv  avjipiOvf  having  evidently  fulfilled 
with  his  brother*  the  prediction  of  Christ  concerning  him, 
and  his  own  confession  and  assent  in  regard  to  this.  For 
when  the  Lord  said  to  them.  Can  ye  drink  the  cup  which  I 
drink,  and  when  they  readily  assented  and  agreed,  Te  shall, 
he  says,  drink  my  cup,  and  be  baptized  with  the  baptism 
with  which  I  am  baptized ;  and  this  is  as  we  should  expect ; 
for  it  is  impossible  for  God  to  lie.  And  so  also  the  very 
learned  Origen,  in  the  commentary  on  Matthew,  affirms  that 
John  ^e^apTuptiKev,  intimating  that  he  has  learned  this  from 
the  successors  of  the  apostlea  And  indeed  also  the  highly 
learned  Eusebius  says  in  the  Ecclesiastical  History,  Thomas 
has  had  Farthia  assigned  to  him;  John,  Asia,  with  whom 
having  lived  he  ended  his  days  in  Ephesua"  ' 

Hilgenf  eld  ascribed  the  statement  which  is  here  attributed 
to  Papias  to  a  spurious  work,  which,  according  to  a  conjecture 
of  Overbeck's,  had  been  added  to  the  bishop's  genuine  books.^ 
But  the  notion  of  a  spurious  work  is  partly  due  to  a  confusion 

^  f  Of  John  or  of  the  inartyrdonu  '  furiL  rod  AIcA^v  a^9v. 

'  Quoted  in  the  Qreek  bj  Hilgeufeld,  EinL^  p.  399,  note  2. 
*  EM.,  p.  63. 
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between  the  early  Father  and  another  Papias  who  lived  in  the 
eleventh  century;  and  lightfoot  has  shown  so  conclusively 
that  Overbeck's  conjecture  is  a  baseless  hypothesis  that  it 
may  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  his  Essays  on  Sv^perTiatu/ral 
ReUgion,  p.  210  sqq,,  and  to  his  Epistle  to  the  Oalaticms,  p. 
259,  note  i.^  At  all  events  there  is  nothing  in  the  above 
extract  to  suggest  that  the  author  had  any  work  in  his  mind 
except  the  weU-known  and  genuine  "  Exposition  of  Dominical 
Oracles."  Its  testimony  has  been  confirmed  by  the  extracts 
from  the  Codex  Ba/rocdcmvs  142,  supposed  to  be  made  from 
Fhilippus  Sidetes,  which  were  published  in  1888  in  the  Texte 
vmd  Untersv/ihvmgen,  v.  2.  In  one  of  these  the  writer  says, 
Hatria^  iv  t£  Sevreptf  Xoytp  X^et  Sri  'Iwaw^  o  OeoXoyog  xai 
loucaBo^  6  a8€X<t>69  avrov  tnro  lovScuwv  avj/pcdiycrai/.^  We  can 
hardly  doubt,  therefore,  that  some  statement  to  this  effect,  or  at 
least  capable  of  being  so  understood,  must  have  been  contained 
in  the  work  of  Papias.' 

Lightfoot,  writing  before  the  publication  of  the  fragment 
last  quoted,  thought  that  the  statement  of  Qeorgius  might 
be  explained  by  a  lacuna  in  the  intermediate  authority  from 
which  he  drew  his  information,  and  that  ''  the  sentence  may 
have  run  in  the  original  somewhat  in  this  way;  Uairw  •  .  • 
<f>dcrK€i  Sri  'lwavpfi9  [/xei/  inro  rov  'FmjjLauav  /Saa-iXem  KareSiKacrOfi 
jjLapTvpwv  €is  TLarfxoVy  Icucw/Sog  8k]  inro  'IovScuodv  avupe&rfJ'  This 
way  of  filling  the  lacuna  was  suggested  by  the  appeal  of 
Qeorgius  to  Origen,  whose  words  have  been  fortunately 
preserved,  and  are  as  follows: — ^" Herod  slew  James  the 
brother  of  John  with  the  sword ;  6  Sk  Tw/ji,amv  jSaa-iXevg,  009  17 

*  First  edition.  *  P.  170. 

3  Hamack  attaches  little  value  to  this  statement.  He  thinks,  with 
Lightfoot,  that  words  must  have  been  accidentally  omitted  in  the  copj 
of  Qeorgius  ;  and  he  then  suggests  that  a  later  scribe,  noticing  the  error, 
clumsily  inserted  ''and  James  his  brother,"  and  that  somehow  this  form 
of  the  text  got  into  the  Cod.  Baroc.    Ohrcnol,,  L  p.  665  iqq. 
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irapaioori^  StScurKeit  KortSiKcurt  tov  ^Jnainnpf  fiafn'vpodm'a  Sia 
TOF  T^  aXtfieiat  Xoyoy  eiV  IlaT/AW  t^f  p^ov."^  Since  the 
discovery  of  the  second  extract  this  explanation  can  no  longer 
be  accepted  exactly  as  it  stands;  for  it  is  dear  that  Papias 
himself  most  have  said  something  which  seemed  to  bear  the 
interpretation  put  npon  it  by  two  independent  writers. 
Nevertheless  I  think  the  true  solution  of  the  difficulty  is  to 
be  sought  in  the  direction  which  lightfoot  indicates,  and 
that  in  any  case  the  testimony  affords  no  support  to  those 
who  deny  the  Asiatic  residence  of  John.  It  is  most  improbable 
that  Papias  affirmed  that  James  and  John  were  killed  by  the 
Jews  at  the  same  time ;  for  we  know  from  the  Epistle  to  the 
Galatians  that  John  was  alive,  and  one  of  the  pillars  of  the 
Church,  after  the  death  of  his  brother,  and  Luke,  in  relating 
the  latter  event,  certainly  implies  that  he  survived,  and 
became  so  generally  known  that  the  name  John,  when  used 
by  itself,  could  refer  to  no  one  else.'  If,  therefore,  Papias 
meant  that  the  brothers  suffered  martyrdom  together,  his 
testimony  is  worthless;  and  if  he  does  not  mean  that,  then 
he  may  have  thought  that  John  was  martyred  at  Ephesus  in 
the  time  of  Trajan.  That  he  did  not  place  the  two  martyrdoms 
together  is  shown,  not  only  by  the  general  probabilities  of  the 
case,  but  by  the  &ct  that  he  mentions  James  without  any 
distinguishing  epithet,  implying  that  James  the  son  of 
Zebedee  was  dead  at  the  time  when  his  informants  were  in 
communication  with  John.  That  he  said  nothing  inconsistent 
with  the  Asiatic  residence  of  the  Apostle  may  be  inferred  from 
the  words  of  Qeorgius,  who  calls  him  an  eye-witness  of  the 
apostle  (or  of  his  martyrdom),  and  says  that  the  latter  lived 
in  Ephesus  as  the  only  survivor  of  the  apostles  just  before  he 
appeals  to  Papias.    That  the  words  of  the  Bishop  are  not 

^  Com,  in  Matth.,  Tom.  zvi  §  6.    See  Lightfoot,  Euays  on  SuponuOwral 
BiUgionf  p.  212.  *  Acts  zii.  2. 
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quoted  exactly  we  may  infer  from  the  epithet  o  deoXayo9, 
applied  to  John  in  the  second  of  our  two  extracts,  for  we 
have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  that  epithet  came  into  use 
till  a  considerably  later  date.^  I  conceive,  therefore,  with 
Idghtf oot,  that  an  error  has  arisen  from  a  misunderstanding 
of  the  word  fAaprvpHvt  which  did  not  in  its  early  use  imply 
martyrdom.  We  have  seen  that  Polycrates  speaks  of  John 
as  a  jULopTug,  and  immediately  afterwards  gives  the  same  title 
to  Folycarp,  who  was  really  a  martyr  in  our  sense  of  the 
word.  Origen,  in  the  passage  quoted  above,  is  commenting  on 
the  passage,  "  Te  shall  drink  my  cup,  and  be  baptized  with 
the  baptism  with  which  I  am  baptized,"  and  regards  the 
words  as  sufficiently  fulfilled  by  John's  banishment  to  Patmos 
for  his  fiapTuptov.*  We  may  infer  from  Georgius  that  Papias 
was  illustrating  the  same  prediction,  and,  if  he  used  similar 
language,  both  Qeorgius  and  Fhilippus  Sidetes  may  have 
misunderstood  him  just  as  the  former  has  misunderstood 
Origen.  But  then,  what  about  being  kiUed  ''  by  the  Jews  ?  " 
This  would  be  explained  if  the  Jews  were  represented  as 
taking  an  active  part  in  procuring  the  banishment  of  the 
Apostle ;  and  that  they  were  likely  to  take  an  active  part  we 
may  judge  from  the  statement  in  the  letter  about  the  martyr- 
dom of  Polycarp  that  it  was  their  custom  to  assist  zealously 
in  persecutiona'  This  seems  to  be  an  adequate  explanation 
of  the  statement  ascribed  to  Papias,  and,  if  adequate,  then 
far  more  probable  than  the  supposition  that  he  gave  an 

1  WeiB8  says,  after  the  Nicene  Council :  EM,^  p.  366. 

*  Sunilarly  Thecia,  who  sonrived  her  persecutions,  is  called  if  rwv  Bfv 
vpmrofidpTvt  (in  Grabe's  ed.  SpiciUgi'um  Potrum,  i.  p.  119.  See  Tiseh., 
Acta  Apatt.  Apoc,^  p.  63).  The  Apocalypse  itself  says  of  John,  ts 
ifui^fniirwvt  i.  2. 

'  §  xiii.  17-18.  See  also  Justin  M.,  Dio^.,  16-17.  ^^  ^®  ^"^^  of  John, 
which  are  of  early  date,  the  apostle  is  made  to  drink,  though  without 
efiFect,  a  vtr^pior  of  poison,  and  the  Jews  are  represented  as  inciting 
]>omitian  to  persecute  him. 
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account  which  distinctiy  contravened  the  later  tradition,  and 
that  Eusebius  and  others  deliberately  passed  it  over  because 
they  saw  that  it  shattered  the  whole  Johannine  legend. 

We  mnst  still  notice  the  evidence,  snch  as  it  is,  of  the 
Syrian  Martyrology .  This  is  contained  in  a  manuscript  in  the 
British  Museum,  and  was  edited  by  W.  Wright  in  the  JoM/mal 
of  Sacred  LUenxtwre  cmd  BibUccU  Record.^  It  professes  to 
give  "the  names  of  our  Lords  the  Confessors  and  Victors, 
and  their  days  on  which  they  gained  (their)  crowns."  Under 
December  27  we  find  the  entry,  "  John  and  Jacob  (James),  the 
apostles,  at  Jerusalem."  Does  this  mean  that  the  two  brothers 
suffered  martyrdom  at  the  same  time  in  Jerusalem  ?  and  if  so, 
is  the  testimony  of  any  value?  In  order  to  answer  these 
questions  we  must  notice  very  briefly  the  nature  and  origin  of 
Martyrologie&^  They  were  constructed  in  process  of  time  out 
of  local  calendars.  At  some  period  in  the  second  half  of  the 
fifth  century  a  martyrology  was  formed  by  welding  together 
a  number  of  provincial  calendars,  Roman,  Italian,  Spanish, 
and  Gallic,  into  what  was  in  effect  a  general  Martyrology  for 
Western  Europe.  At  Nicodemia,  about  the  year  360,  a  similar 
Eastern  Martjnrology  was  formed  out  of  the  local  calendars ; 
and  this  was  translated  with  curtailments  into  Syriac  at 
Edessa,  about  the  year  400.  It  is  a  copy  of  this,  made  in  41 1, 
which  is  now  in  the  British  Museum.  It  is  of  Arian  origin, 
for  it  contains  the  entry,  under  June  6,  '*  at  Alexandria  Areius 
the  Presbyter,"  while  Athanasius  is  omitted.  The  so-called 
Hieronymian  Martyrology  was  formed  by  a  fusion  of  the 
Western  and  Eastern  Martyrologies.  Now,  in  the  original 
calendars  the  entries  referred  only  to  the  days  on  which  the 

1  Vol.  VIII.,  New  Series.  The  Syriac  appeared  in  October  1865, 
p.  45  8q.y  and  an  EngHab  tranalation  in  the  foUowiDg  January,  p.  423  agr. 

^  I  follow  ibe  article  of  Dom  Bntler  in  the  Journal  of  Theologtcal  Stvdiu^ 
ii.  447-458,  who  himself  gives  a  summary  of  the  results  reached  by  H. 
Acbelis,  Die  Martyrologier^  ihre  OtsMchte  und  ihr  Wert,  1900. 
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group  of  martyrs  was  commemorated  in  the  respective 
localities ;  and  hence  the  same  martyr  is  often  mentioned  more 
than  once,  and  assigned  to  different  places,  in  the  large  Martyr- 
ology,  for  he  was  actually  commemorated  on  different  days  in 
different  districts.  Thus  in  the  Roman  Martyrology,  John  the 
Apostle  and  Evangelist  has  his  naialia  kept  at  Ephesus  on 
December  27;  at  Some,  where  he  was  plunged  without  harm  into 
boiling  oil,  he  was  commemorated  on  the  6th  of  May.  The 
martyrdom  of  his  brother  James  was  celebrated  on  the  25th 
of  July.  The  entry,  then,  which  we  are  considering  in  the 
Syriac  Martyrology,  tells  us  nothing  more  than  that  the 
deaths  of  James  and  John  were  commemorated  on  the  same 
day  in  Jerusalem,  but  does  not  imply  that  they  were  slain 
either  at  the  same  time  or  in  the  same  place.  Indeed  it  does 
not  necessarily  imply  that  John  was  slain  at  all ;  for  the  list 
includes  Eusebius  of  Caasarea  and  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia,  who 
were  not  martyrs.  The  martyrology,  being  translated  from 
Qreek,  does  not  present  us  with  any  independent  Syrian 
tradition ;  and  Mr  F.  C.  Burkitt,  in  a  letter  which  he  kindly 
sent  me  on  the  subject,  says  that  "  the  native  Syriac-speaking 
Church  had,  so  far  as  I  know,  no  knowledge  of  the  tradition 
that  St  John  was  killed  at  Jerusalem.  According  to  the 
Doctrine  ofAddai  (Phillips,  p.  44)  the  book  of  Acts  was  sent 
to  Edessa  by  John  ^  from  Ephesu&  According  to  the  Edessene 
Canons  (Cureton,  p.  32),  John  lived  at  Ephesus.  In  other 
words,  as  far  as  the  scanty  evidence  allows  us  to  judge,  they 
seem  to  have  inherited  the  ordinary  Church  tradition."  Mr 
F.  C.  Conybeare,  however,  quotes  the  following  statement  from  a 
fragment,  translated  from  Syriac,  appended  to  the  Armenian 
translation  of  the  Commentary  of  Ephr&m: — "Johannes 
scripsit  illud  [evangelium]  graece  Antiochiae,  nam  permansit 

1  What  John  is  meant  is  rendered  certain  by  the  added  words,  ''the 
son  of  Zebedee." 
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in  terra  usque  ad  tempus  TraianL"^  I  cannot  help  suspecting 
that  Antioch  must  be  simply  a  blunder  for  Ephesus  or  Asia; 
for  the  needless  reference  to  Trajan  seems  like  a  reminisoence 
of  Iren»u&  At  all  events  the  statement  gives  no  support  to 
the  notion  of  John's  martyrdom  in  Jerusalem. 

In  fine,  a  few  passages  may  be  quoted  which  throw  some 
further  light  on  the  way  in  which  John's  martyrdom  was 
regarded  by  ecclesiastical  writers.  Chrysostom  seems  to 
imply  that  he  was  really  put  to  death.  In  interpreting 
Matthew  xx.  22,  23,  he  says,  fiiaUp  Ooparfp  t^  ^»h^  KardKuarere*^ 
But  while  he  expressly  refers  to  James'  early  martyrdom,  he 
has  no  historical  account  of  John's ;  and  in  another  Homily 
he  speaks  of  the  tomb  of  the  latter  as  well  known  (8^\o^\  and 
we  must  suppose  that  he  refers  to  the  tomb  at  Ephesua' 
Theophylact,  commenting  on  the  same  passage,  says,  ^Iokw/Sov 
fiev  yap  'H/mSj^  amrreow,  'Iam^m^v  Se  Tpcuavof  KortSucao'e 
fiaprvpoSvra  t£  Xay»  r^  aXtideias.  Finally,  a  fragment 
relating  to  the  same  prediction,  ascribed  by  Victor  of  Capua 
(about  480  A.D.)  to  Polycarp,  has  been  preserved;  and  this 
interprets  Christ's  words  as  meaning  that  while  James  would 
suffer  real  martyrdom,  his  brother  John  would  pass  away 
without  martyrdom,  though  he  would  endure  very  many 
afflictions  and  exiles,  but  Christ  judged  as  a  martyr  a  mind 
prepared  for  martyrdom.^  We  cannot  depend  upon  the 
ascription  of  this  fragment  to  Polycarp;  but  it  shows  how 
easily  a  story  of  John's  violent  death  might  arise  from  the 
misunderstanding  of  an  ambiguous  word. 

• 

^  ^tfi  Zeuffrm  Ephrdmi  uber  doi  FMen  von  e.  I  und  8  vm  TexU  de$  Lueai^ 
in  the  ZdLf.  wut,  JViu,,  1902,  p.  193. 
>  Horn,  in  MaU^  65.  >  Horn,  %n  HA.,  26^ 

*  Jacobum  quidem  noviasimain  martyrio  conmunmandum,  fratrem  vero 
ejus  Joannem  transitumm  absque  martyrio,  quamvis  et  afflictiones  plnrimas 
et  exsilia  tolerant,  sed  pneparatam  martyrio  mentem  Christus  martyrem 
iudicavit     Quoted  by  Ligbtfoot,  ApostoUe  Fatheriy  n.  iii.  p.  421. 
« 
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On  the  whole,  then,  we  most  conclude  that  there  is  no 
evidence  whatever  that  John  soffered  an  early  martyrdom  in 
Jerusalem;  and  the  apparent  evidence  that  he  met  with  a 
violent  death  in  Asia,  in  his  old  age,  is  exceedingly  precarious.^ 

I  do  not  think  Hamack  adds  any  fresh  argument  in  support 
of  his  thesis  that  the  Presbyter  was  the  distinguished  .Asiatic 
John.  He  seems  driven  into  that  hypothesis  by  his  con- 
viction that  the  Apostle  was  not  the  author  of  the  OospeL 
Nevertheless  he  thinks  the  Gospel  must  have  some  connection 
with  him,  and  accordingly  reaches  the  conclusion  that  our 
Gospel  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  evayyikiov  *I»awov  (rov  irpw 
fiurifiou)  Kara  *Icodinnfu  (rov  ZsfieSaiov)}  He  believes  that  the 
Gospel,  the  Epistles,  and  the  Christian  revision  of  the 
Apocalypse  all  proceeded  from  the  Presbyter,*  and  were 
written  in  Asia.^  The  acceptance  of  the  Second  and  Third 
Epistles  enables  him  to  appeal  with  some  effect  to  the  term 
o  Trpeo-jSirrcpof,  with  which  these  Epistles  begin.*  No  doubt 
an  hypothesis  of  this  kind  would  remove  some  difficulties ;  but 
it  rests  upon  no  direct  evidence,  and  it  seems  extremely 
improbable  that  the  man  who  had  the  genius  to  write  the 
Fourth  Gospel,  and  who  was  well  known  throughout  the 
churches  of  Asia,  should,  through  a  blunder,  have  sunk  into 
utter  obscurity,  and  handed  over  his  fame  to  another  who 
was  unknown  to  literature,  and,  in  Asia  at  least,  had  never 
exercised  his  commanding  influence. 

On  a  review  of  the  whole  argument  I  think  that  the  attack 
on  the  traditional  belief  must  be  pronounced  a  failure,  and 
that  we  may  accept  the  united  testimony  of  Irenieus, 
Polycrates,  and  Clement  of  Alexandria  with  reasonable 
confidence. 

1  See  an  acooont  of  different  legends  in  Baronins,  who  himself  places 
John's  natural  death  in  the  year  loi,  at  the  age  of  ninety- three. 

«  Chfrm,,  p.  677-  »  P.  675,  note,         *  P.  680,  note  3,         »  P.  675. 
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We  now  proceed  to  the  evidenoe  which  seems  to  establish 
Papias'  acquaintance  with  the  Johannine  writings.  In  the 
first  place,  we  have  direct  testimony  that  Papias  was 
acquainted  with  the  Apocalypse.  Andreas  of  CsBsarea  in 
Cappadocia,  about  the  closing  years  of  the  fifth  century, 
expressly  refers  to  Papias,  and  quotes  from  him,  in  his 
commentary  on  the  Apocalypse,  and  in  his  prolegomena 
appeals  to  the  testimony  of  Papias,  among  others,  as  a 
sufficient  guarantee  of  its  inspiration  and  credibility.  The 
commentary  of  (Ecumenius  and  Arethas  reproduces  the 
quotation  from  Papias,  but  probably  without  reference  to  the 
original  source.  There  is,  however,  an  added  description  of 
Papias  as  "  successor  of  the  evangelist  John."  ^  There  seems 
to  be  no  reason  for  doubting  the  correctness  of  the  information 
which  we  thus  obtain,  confirmed  as  it  is  by  the  evident  accord 
with  Papias  in  the  chiliastic  conclusion  of  the  commentary  of 
Victorinus  of  Pettau,^  and  by  the  statement  of  EQeronymus, 
in  his  Prologue  to  Victorinus'  commentary,  that  Papias  at 
an  earlier  time  had  entertained  the  same  opinion  about  the 
thousand  years'  reign.'  The  use  of  the  Apocalypse  by  Papias 
is  not  only  important  in  itself,  as  tending  to  carry  back  the 
Johannine  tradition  to  an  early  period,  but  as  showing  that  we 
must  not  rely  too  confidently  on  the  silence  of  Eusebius.  The 
Apocalypse  is  one  of  the  books  about  the  use  of  which,  in 
conformity  with  his  rule,  the  historian  was  to  furnish  us  with 
extracts,  and  yet,  owing  perhaps  to  his  contempt  for  Papias, 

1  See  the  paasagee  quoted  in  Charteris,  Gbnontci^,  pp.  338  9q.  See 
also  de  Gebhardt  and  Haniack,  Pair,  Apod,  Opera^  £b8c.  i  p.  189. 

*  Ab  giyen  in  its  original  form  by  Hanasleiter  in  the  Theol,  LiUtralvM.^ 
1895.    ^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Corasen,  Zdt9chr,f,  neui.  Wus,^  1901,  p.  219. 

'  Nam  et  anterior  Papias  .  .  .  .  et  Nepos  .  .  .  .  de  mille  annorum  regno 
ita  at  Victorinus  senserunt.  Quoted  by  Hausaleiter,  '*  Die  Konmientare 
des  Victorinus,  Tichonius  und  Hieronymus  zur  Apokalypse,"  in  the  ZeUtchr, 
/.  hirch.  Win.  und  hMU.  Ltben,  vii,  1886,  p.  243  note. 
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resnlting  in  a  superficial  knowledge  of  that  father's  writings, 
he  has  passed  over  a  valuable  statement. 

Eusebius,  however,  is  not  wholly  silent  about  the  use  of  the 
Johannine  writing&  He  expressly  says  that  Papias ''  has  used 
testimonies  from  the  former  Epistle  of  John,  and  from  that  of 
Peter  similarly."  ^  This  statement  means  that  Papias  quoted 
these  Epistles,  but  without  naming  the  authors;  and  the 
natural  inference  is  that  he  quoted  them  as  well-known  works, 
which  did  not  require  a  reference  to  identify  them.  It  is 
reasonable  to  conclude  that  i  John  had  been  for  some  time 
in  circulation ;  and  this  again  furnishes,  not  a  proof,  but  one 
more  little  item  of  probability  in  favour  of  the  early  date  of 
the  Qospel. 

The  value  of  this  testimony  has  been  called  in  question 
on  the  plea  that  Eusebius'  judgment  or  accuracy  cannot  be 
depended  upon.  But  there  is  really  no  ground  for  this 
scepticism.  So  far  as  we  are  able  to  test  the  assertions  of 
the  historian  by  reference  to  extant  works,  we  find  that  they 
are  correct,  and  we  therefore  trust  him  in  regard  to  writings 
which  are  no  longer  before  us.  We  must,  however,  make  a 
distinction.  In  a  vast  mass  of  literature  some  allusions  might 
be  overlooked  or  forgotten,  and  an  author  might,  without 
exposing  himself  to  a  charge  of  culpable  carelessness,  make 
a  negative  statement  which  was  not  altogether  correct.  An 
instance  of  this  occurs  in  Eusebius.  He  says  that  no 
ecclesiastical  writer  used  testimonies  out  of  the  Preaching 
or  the  Apocalypse  of  Peter^;  and  yet  he  himself  tells  us  in 
a  later  part  of  his  history,^  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus 
included  the  Apocalypse  of  Peter  in  his  short  comments  on 
the  books  of  Scripture  in  the  Institutions.    He  has  altogether 

1  H.  ^.,  ilL  39,  end.      KixPVr^  S'   ^  o^^f  fta^rvpiuis  kwh  riis  *lmdifwv 
wp9T4pat  iwtvroKriSf  jko)  rris  n^rp«v  hfnoims, 
*  H,  E^  iii.  3,  beginning.  •  vL  14. 
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overlooked  the  fact  that  Clement  refers  to  the  Preaching  of 
Peter  in  five  different  porta  of  the  Stromata,  and  gives  some 
long  extracts  from  it  This  kind  of  oversight,  however,  is 
very  different  frcHn  a  distinct  statement  that  a  writer  has 
cited  a  book  which  he  has  not  cited;  and  in  connection  with 
the  Epistles  of  Peter  and  John  we  have  an  instance  of  his 
caution  which  is  worth  noticing.  In  speaking  of  Poly- 
carp  he  says  that  in  his  Ejostle  to  the  Philippians  ''he  has 
used  certain  testimonies  from  the  First  Epistle  of  Peter/'  ^  bat 
he  makes  no  reference  to  the  supposed  citation  from  the  First 
Epistle  of  John.  That  citation  may  admit  of  doubt,  but  the 
quotations  from  i  Peter  are  numerous  and  unmistakable. 
It  is  therefore  a  legitimate  inference  from  Eusebius'  state- 
ment that  the  quotations  in  Papias  from  i  John  were  of  such 
a  character  as  to  leave  no  reasonable  doubt  of  their  source. 

This  will  be  the  most  suitable  place  to  examine  the  nature 
of  Eusebius'  testimony.  The  historian  quotes  what  Papias 
relates  about  the  origin  of  the  first  two  Gospels,  and  alleges 
that  he  made  use  of  the  First  Epistle  of  John,  but  passes  over 
the  Fourth  Qospel  in  absolute  silence.  From  these  facts  it 
has  been  inferred  that  Papias  made  no  use  of  the  Johannine 
Gospel,  and  probably  was  not  acquainted  with  it.  At  first 
sight  this  looks  like  a  strong  argument,  but  all  depends  on  the 
purpose  and  the  practice  of  Eusebius  in  adducing  quotations 
from  ancient  writers.  This  subject  has  been  exhaustively 
examined  by  lightfoot  in  his  essay  on  ''The  Silence  of 
Eusebius"';  and  the  results  appear  to  me  so  conclusively 
established  that  I  will  refer  the  reader  for  details  to  that 
article,  and  merely  summarize  here  the  principal  points. 
Eusebius  lays  down  for  himself  two  distinct  modes  of  dealing 
with  early  references  to  the  New  Testament  Scriptures  accord- 
ing as  the  several  books  were  disputed,  or  were  universally 

>  H.  E,y  iv.  14,  end.  '  Eitays  on  SvpgnuUural  Bdigum^  ii. 
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acknowledged.  He  will  state  what  ecdeBiastical  writers  have 
made  use  of  any  of  the  antilegomena,  specifying  which  of 
these  they  used ;  and  he  will  tell  what  they  have  said  about 
the  acknowledged  Scriptures,  and  also  about  those  that  are 
not  such.^  This  clearly  means  that»  while  he  will  mark  any 
quotations  from  the  disputed  books  and  present  any  informa- 
tion which  he  may  find  about  them,  he  wiU  not  think  it 
necessary  to  say  that  such  and  such  writers  have  used  the 
books  about  which  no  question  has  arisen,  but  will  confine 
himself  to  anecdotes  or  particular  information  regarding 
them.  His  practice  corresponds  with  his  intention.  He 
alludes  to  many  authors  whose  writings  we  possess,  and  he 
passes  over  without  notice  abundant  and  express  quotations 
from  the  acknowledged  books,  while  he  collects  scraps  of 
information  about  them,  and  remarks  on  the  use  of  the 
antilegomena.  One  example  may  sufiice.  Theophilus  of 
Antioch  quotes  the  Fourth  Gospel  under  the  name  of  John.^ 
Eusebius  mentions  the  three  books  addressed  to  Autolycus, 

*  H,  E,j  iii.  3.  See  also  24,  end.  The  former  passage  runs  ithus : — 
^offfffilfrMrBtu  ripts  r&w  jcarc^  XP^^^^^  4KKX.7i<riairriKmy  cvyypa^my  Awoiais 
tt^XP"!'^^  '''^  iumK%yfi4ymp,  rUa  r9  wpl  r&y  MiaB^Kmy  ical  SfioKoyov/tdymy 
ypa^y,  xo)  ttra  w^pl  r&y  /lii  roio(nmv  aJbroig  cfjfnyrai.  It  is  hardly  worth 
while  referring  to  the  eccentric  mode  of  accentuation  adopted  by  Jannaris 
(Contemporary  Review,  January  1903,  p.  38),  rud  re,  instead  of  rlya,  which 
the  context  suggests,  which  is  giyen,  not  only  by  older  editors,  but  by 
Schwartz,  and  was  clearly  followed  by  the  Syrian  translator.  The  Syriac, 
though  not  quite  literal,  is  unmistakable,  ''how  it  has  been  said  by  them 
concerning  holy  Scriptures  which  the  Church  confesses  without  doubt, 
and  concerning  those  which  are  not  such.''  The  translation  of  Rufinus  is 
too  loose  to  be  of  service.  I  think  no  wise  man  would  build  an  argument 
on  the  proposed  change  of  accent  See,  further,  Eusebius,  Hid,,  y.  8, 
where  he  r^ers  to  his  promise  to  record  the  sayings  of  the  older  writers, 
in  which  they  haye  committed  to  writing  the  traditions  which  have  come 
down  to  them  about  the  canonical  Scriptures.  As  he  then  proceeds  to 
quote  what  IrensBUS  says  about  the  Qospels,  this  passage  seems  decisive 
against  limiting  ypu^&y  to  the  Epistles  of  Peter  and  Paul,  as  Jannaris 
proposes  {o  do  in  a  subsequent  article. 

>  Ad  AtOoL  ii.  22. 
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bat  says  not  a  word  abont  the  quotation  from  John.  He 
mentions  also  a  work  against  Mardon,  no  longer  extant,  in 
which  Theophilns  must  have  expressed  his  views  about  the 
Gospels  and  Pauline  Epistles;  but  on  this  subject  our  historian 
says  not  a  word.  He  refers,  however,  to  a  work  now  lost, 
against  Hermogenes,  and  in  this  he  says  Theophilus  "has 
used  testimonies  from  the  Apocalypse  of  John.''^  This  is  an 
excellent  illustration  of  the  plan  which  he  regularly  follows; 
and  lightfoot  points  out  that  even  "as  regards  the  anecdotes 
containing  information  relating  to  the  books  of  the  New 
Testament,  he  restricts  himself  to  the  narrowest  limits  which 
justice  to  his  subject  will  allow,"  quoting,  for  instance,  the 
principal  passage  from  Iren»us,  but  omitting  "to  mention 
others  which  contain  interesting  statements  directly  or  in- 
directly affecting  the  question."'  His  treatment  of  i  Peter 
and  I  John  forms  an  exception  to  the  rule,  for  they  are 
among  the  undisputed  books,  and  therefore  the  mere  fact  of 
their  use  by  certain  writers  ought  not  to  be  noticed.  But 
there  is  a  reason  for  the  exception.  They  were  included 
among  the  Catholic  Epistles,  most  of  which  were  of  disputed 
authenticity,  and  Eusebius  may  have  thought  it  best  to  apply 
the  same  principles  to  the  whole  collection,  and  thus  to  make 
it  dear  that  the  two  acknowledged  Epistles  stood  on  a  different 
basis  from  the  rest. 

It  follows  from  the  above  facts  that,  notwithstanding  the 
silence  of  Eusebius,  Papias  may  have  quoted  the  Fourth  Qoepel 
to  any  extent,  and  called  it  by  its  present  title,  and  the  only 
inference  which  we  are  justified  in  drawing  from  our  want  of 
information  is  that  he  did  not  record  any  traditions  respecting 
the  origin  of  the  Gk)spel,  such  as  he  has  given  in  the  case  of 
Matthew  and  Mark. 

An  argument  of  a  different  kind,  however,  has  been  put 
»  H.  E^  iv.  24.  «  P.  48. 
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forward  with  much  confidence  by  Corssen,^  and  adopted  with 
equal  confidence  by  Professor  Bacon.^  The  former  states 
that  Irenffius  had  pressing  occasion  to  speak  of  the  credentials 
of  the  Gospel,  for  he  mentions  his  opponents,  who,  in  rejecting 
it  as  an  heretical  work,  and  denying  its  apostolic  authorship,' 
maintained  the  right  of  historical  tradition.  Yet  he  has 
nothing  to  say  on  the  subject,  thus  proving  that  he  had  no 
tradition  to  depend  upon.*  And  especially  he  could  find  no 
information  in  Papias;  for  he  seems  to  make  use  of  him  in ' 
regard  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  but  has  nothing  to  tell  about 
Luke  and  John ;  and  the  inevitable  inference  is  that  Papias' 
work  contained  not  a  syllable  about  them.^  The  argument, 
thus  stated,  seems  very  strong;  and  yet  I  think  it  entirely 
melts  away  on  nearer  examination. 

Li  the  first  place,  Lren»us  does  not  say  that  anyone  denied 
the  authorship  of  the  Fourth  Gospel.  In  the  passage  where 
he  speaks  of  those  who  rejected  it,  he  refers  first  to  Marcion, 
who,  rejecting  the  whole  Gospel,  boasted  that  he  had  part  of 
it  (i.e.,  as  previously  explained,  he  acknowledged  only  a 
mutilated  Luke);  then  he  adds  that  others  (besides  the 
Marcionites),  in  order  to  frustrate  the  gift  of  the  Spirit,  did 
not  admit  the  Gospel  of  John.  Now  we  have  no  reason  for 
supposing  that  Marcion  rejected  the  Fourth  Gospel  because  it 
was  a  spurious  work ;  on  the  contrary,  we  have  some  ground 
for  thinking  that  he  disliked  it,  not  only  through  doctrinal 
considerations,  but  because  he  believed  that  it  was  the  work 
of  John,  one  of  the  Judaic  apostles.    Similarly  some  few 

1  Mtmardiianuche  Pfologe^  in  TexU  und  UfUen.,  tv,,  1896. 

*  ''Recent  Aspects  of  the  Johannine  Problem,"  in  the  Hibhert  Jaumal^ 
April  1903, 

*  Dem  Apostel  absprachen.  *  Pp.  104  sqq, 

^  Pp.  1 10  9qq.  In  his  later  article  he  lunits  his  concliuion  to  the  state- 
ment that  Papias  knew  of  nothing  to  record  respecting  the  composition 
of  the  Third  and  Fourth  Gospels  {Zeitschr.f.  neui.  Wiu,^  1901,  pp.  222  9^.), 

16 
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others  may  have  rejected  it  without  calling  its  authorship  in 

question,  though  at  a  later  time,  in  order  to  avoid  the  scandal 

of  reprohating  an  Apostle,  those  who  would  not  accept  it 

ascribed  it  to  Cerinthus.    Of  this  later  ascription  there  is  no 

mention  in  Irennus,  and  I  am  not  aware  that  he  anywhere 

tells  us  that  the  authorship  of  any  Qospel  was  called  in 

question.    Different  sects  had  their  preferences,  and  adopted  a 

canon  to  suit  their  views.    For  instance,  the  Ebionites  used 

only  the  Qospel  of  Matthew ;  and  they  rejected  the  Epistles  of 

Paul,  not  because  they  were  spurious,  but  because  he  was  an 

apostate  from  the  law.^    But  not  only  does  IrensBus  fail  to 

make  any  reference  to  questioned  authorship,  but  he  tells  us 

expressly  how  the  heretics  did  really  get  rid  of  the  authority 

of    the    Gk)spela      Some    affirmed    that    the    Apostles    had 

mixed  up  the  legal  sentiments  in  the  teaching  of  Christ,  and 

even    that    the    Lord    himself    had  spoken  under  different 

kinds  of    inspiration.'     Similarly    they    declared    that    the 

Apostles  had  preached  the  Qospel  while  they  still  entertained 

Jewish  sentiments,  but  that  they  themselves  were  purer  and 

wiser  than  the  Apostles.     This  was  the  reason  why  Mansion 

rejected  all  but  his  mutilated  Luke.'    Others  acknowledged 

the  Scriptures,  but  changed   the   interpretations.^    Another 

mode  of  escape  was  found  in  an  appeal  to  oral  tradition, 

without   which    the    Scriptures  were    unintelligible.^     And 

lastly,  recourse  was  had  to  the  notion  that  the  Apostles 

adapted  their  teaching  to  the  capacity  of  their  hearers,^  or 

even  that  the  Saviour  himself  had  taught  an  esoteric  doctrine 

in  riddles  and  parables.^    Surely  the  correct  inference  from 

this  mode  of  treatment  is  that  Irenseus  was  not  aware  that  he 

^  Iren.,  Hobt.^  l  xxvi.  2  ;  Euaeb.,  If.  E.^  iii.  27. 

«  m.ii.  2.  »  in.  xii.  12, 

*  lb.    Also  I.  iii.  6,  yiiL  i ;  and  for  examples,  see  especiallj  i.  iii,  ix., 
xyiii.-xx. 

*  ni.  ii.  I,  «  ni.  v.  i.  »  n.  xxvii.  2. 
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had  to  defend  the  genuineness  of  the  (lospel  against  an  attack 
upon  its  authorship.  Even  in  the  famous  and  foolish  argu- 
ment about  the  four  Gospels,  he  betrays  no  knowledge  that 
authorship  was  called  in  question,  and  his  sole  object  is  to 
prove  that  four  is  the  proper  canonical  number.  For  him, 
then,  as  has  been  said  before,  no  Johannine  question  existed. 
lake  a  good  churchman,  he  accepted  the  four  Gospels  which 
had  been  handed  down  to  him,  and  never  thought  of  doubting, 
or  having  to  prove,  their  authenticity.  He  dismisses  those 
who,  in  addition  to  the  Marcionites,  rejected  the  Fourth 
Gospel  with  a  few  contemptuous  lines ;  and  if  some  obscure 
dogmatic  cranks  had  asserted  at  that  time  that  the  Gospel  was 
the  work  of  Cerinthus,  he  would  no  more  have  thought  it 
necessary  to  confute  them  than  we  should  feel  obliged  to 
answer  an  assertion  that  the  SecU;  of  Authority  in  ReUgion 
was  the  work  of  Spurgeon. 

Secondly,  the  argument  in  reference  to  Papias  appears  to 
me  quite  invalid.  IrensBUs^  may  have  made  use  of  Papias' 
statements  about  Matthew  and  Mark ;  but  there  is  really  no 
proof  that  he  did  so.  His  statements  are  not  quoted  from 
that  writer;  and  although  he  had  to  defend  the  authority  of 
these  Gospels  against  the  great  Mardonite  school,  he  makes 
no  appeal  to  any  earlier  writer,  or  to  any  kind  of  historical 
attestation.  He  states  briefly  what  was  generally  believed, 
and  it  seems  never  to  occur  to  him  that  anyone  will  call  it  in 
question.  And  again,  instead  of  telling  us  nothing  about 
John,  he  tells  almost  as  much  as  he  does  about  Matthew  and 
Mark;  for  he  says  that  he  published  the  Gospel  after  the 
other  three,  while  he  was  living  in  Ephesus.  There  is  no 
appearance  of  his  having  invented  this;  and  if  he  did  not 
derive  it  from  Papias,  he  must  have  relied  upon  general 
tradition  and  belief.    Surely  this  simple  account  bears  far 

*  in.  i.  I. 
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more  clearly  the  stamp  of  history  than  some  story  full  of 
details  about  the  occasion  and  manner  of  its  publication.  If 
Papias  had  told  this,  and  no  more,  I  hardly  think  Ensebins 
would  have  thought  it  worth  mentioning;  but  if  it  was  a  fact 
universally  believed  in  Asia  Minor  when  Papias  wrote,  I  do 
not  suppose  he  would  have  thought  of  recording  it.  The  case 
of  Matthew  and  Mark  was  very  different  They  came  from 
distant  parts,  and  the  statement  about  them  probably  con- 
tained information  as  new  as  it  was  interesting. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  this  latest  argument  in  proof  of  the 
silence  of  Papias  is  founded  on  misapprehension.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  is  some  little  probability  that,  if  Papias 
based  his  work  exclusively  on  Matthew  and  Mark,  we 
should  have  had  some  intimation  of  a  fact,  which  must 
have  struck  his  readers  of  a  later  time  as  peculiar  and  worthy 
of  notice. 

Finally,  we  must  consider  for  a  moment  a  curious  argument 
which  is  relied  upon  by  Corssen.^  While  admitting  that 
Papias  knew  the  Fourth  (lospel,  and  even  ascribed  it  to  the 
Apostle,  he  contends  that  he  had  no  external  testimony  to 
support  his  belief,  and  that,  consequently.  Christian  antiquity 
at  large  had  none;  and  he  strengthens  this  argument  by 
maintaining  that  if  the  Apostle  really  reported  the  absurd 
saying  about  the  vines,  he  cannot  have  been  the  author  of 
the  Fourth  Gospel  But  we  may  fairly  reply  that  the  latter 
tradition  rests  upon  mere  hearsay,  leaving  room  for  all  sorts 
of  confusion ;  and  surely  we  may  feel  certain  that  the  saying 
was  not  ascribed  to  Christ  by  one  of  his  most  intimate  dis- 
ciples. A  general  belief  in  the  authorship  of  a  book  is  of  a 
totally  different  kind.  Who  ever  thinks  of  looking  for  strong 
attestation  before  accepting  a  book  as  genuine?  If  it  was 
the  general  belief  in  Asia  Minor,  that  the  Gospel  was  the 
1  ZeiUdir.f.  n«ut.  W%ti.y  1901,  pp.  224  «g^. 
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work  of  John,  at  a  time  when  numbers  of  men  were  living 
who  could  have  given  it  an  authoritative  contradiction,  we 
can  hardly  look  for  any  stronger  attestation,  for  it  is  not 
usual  for  authors  to  sign,  seal,  and  deliver  their  books  in  the 
presence  of  chosen  witnesses.  Li  a  word,  particular  stories 
retailed  by  a  man  like  Papias  are  far  less  trustworthy  than  a 
general  belief  which  was  accepted  as  a  matter  of  course,  and 
was  not  supposed  to  require  any  authority  to  substantiate  it. 

This  being  the  case,  it  becomes  interesting  to  inquire  what 
traces  there  are  of  Papias'  acquaintance  with  the  Fourth  Gospel. 

We  must  refer,  in  the  first  place,  to  a  passage  in  Lrenseus,  in 
which  an  ancient  interpretation  of  the  saying  in  John  xiv.  2 
has  been  rescued  from  oblivion.  It  occurs  in  v.  xxxvi.  i,  2, 
and  the  Greek,  which  in  this  instance  is  important,  has  been 
preserved.^  It  runs  as  follows : — "  As  the  Presbyters  say  (iy 
01  irp€<rlSvT€poi  Xeyowrt),  Then  also  [i,e.,  at  the  restoration 
of  all  things]  they  who  have  been  deemed  worthy  of  the  life 
in  heaven  shall  go  thither,  but  others  shall  enjoy  the  luxury 
of  Paradise,  and  others  shall  possess  the  splendour  of  the  city ; 
for  everywhere  the  Saviour  shall  be  seen,  as  they  who  see 
him  shall  be  worthy.^  But  that  there  is  this  difference  {etvai 
Se  Tfiv  SiatrroXiiv)  of  the  dwelling  of  those  who  bear  fruit  the 
hundred-fold,  and  of  those  [who  bear]  the  sixty,  and  of  those 
[who  bear]  the  thirty^;  of  whom  some  shall  be  taken  up  into 
the  heavens,  others  shall  live  in  Paradise,  others  shall  inhabit 
the  city;  and  that  on  this  account  the  Lord  said,  that  in 
the  abode  of  my  Father  are  many  mansions;  for  all  things 

1  See  Stieien'e  notes. 

^  It  is  to  be  observed  that  so  far  the  words  are  in  the  direct  construction, 
X»p4<rov<riy,  etc. ;  but  firom  this  point  the  constraction  changes  into  the 
indirect 

s  TiL  liear^,  etc.,  clearly  pointing  to  the  Gospels,  where  the  article  does 
not  occur,  and  treating  the  parable  as  well  known.  This  point  is  lost  in 
Lightfoot's  translation  :  Essays,  p.  194. 
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are  of  God,  who  affords  to  all  the  suitable  dwelling.^  As  his 
word  says,  that  division  was  made  to  all  by  the  Father, 
according  as  everyone  is  or  shall  be  worthy.'  And  this  is 
the  feast-table,  at  which  they  shall  recline  who  feast  when 
invited  to  the  wedding.  The  Presbyters,  disciples  of  the 
Apostles,  say  that  this  is  the  arrangement  and  disposition  of 
those  who  are  saved,  and  that  through  steps  of  this  kind 
they  advance,  and  ascend  through  the  Spirit  to  the  Son,  but 
through  the  Son  to  the  Father,  the  Son  in  succession  yielding 
his  work  to  the  Father,  as  also  has  been  said  by  the  Apostle, 
<  since  he  must  reign  until  he  put  all  enemies  under  his 
feet'" 

On  this  passage  we  may  remark,  first,  that  it  is  in  all 
probability  derived  from  some  written  source.  This  is 
shown  by  the  repeated  use  of  the  present  tense,  "the 
Presbyters  say."  This  is  the  language  of  a  man  who  has  a 
book  before  him,  not  of  one  who  is  recalling  to  memory  words 
which  he  once  heard  from  men  long  ago  deceased.  The  same 
conclusion  follows  from  the  length  of  the  passage,  combined 
with  the  change  from  the  direct  to  the  indirect  construction ; 
for  this  implies  that  IrensBUS  at  first  quotes  his  authority 
exactly,  and  then,  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  contents  himself 
with  giving  the  substance.  If  he  had  been  writing  from  his 
own  recollection  merely,  he  would  naturally  have  used  the 
same  construction,  and  that  probably  the  indirect  throughout. 
Secondly,  the  clause  relating  to  the  "  many  mansions  "  belongs 
to  the  report  of  the  elders.  This  is  proved,  not  only  by  the 
repetition    of    "the  elders  say"  towards  the  dose  of  the 

>  Here  ends  the  Greek.  The  last  clause  is  as  follows :  koI  9tii  r^dr^ 
9lpvim4rtu  rhit  K6pi0p,  4p  rois  r«v  TUtrpis  ffv  iiwha  thai  woXXds,  rk  wima  yAp 
rod  ec«v,  tt  fts  ira^i  r^y  hppJCowaw  •l«cif<rir  wup4x*u  The  WOlds  In  Jn.  xiv. 
3  aie  iv  rf  •lk(f  r«v  n»rp4s  fiw  nwt^  ifKKtil  tlirir. 

s  This  may  possibly  refer  to  the  parable  of  the  talents  or  of  the  ponncU, 
or  it  may  be  a  traditional  saying. 
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quotation,  but  by  the  indirect  construction;  for  if  Lrenseus 
intended  simply  to  insert  an  expression  of  his  own  opinion,  he 
would  of  course  have  made  use  of  the  indicative  mood. 
Thirdly,  the  authority  which  is  cited  is  in  all  probability  the 
work  of  Papias.  I  had  come  to  this  conclusion  before  the 
appearance  of  Lightf  oot's  articles ;  but  he  presents  the  reasons 
for  it  with  great  clearness  and  f orce.^  They  are  mainly  these : 
— (i)  The  passage  accords  with  the  method  of  Papias,  and  with 
the  subject  of  his  expositions.  (2)  No  other  work  before  the 
time  of  LrensBus  satisfies  the  conditions.  (3)  The  connection 
with  a  previous  passage,'  in  which  IrensBUS  expressly  refers  to 
Papias  as  his  authority,  is  important.  The  subject  of  the  two 
passages  is  the  same,  and  they  both  treat  it  from  the  same 
point  of  view.  The  authorities  are  described  in  similar  terms ; 
and  at  the  beginning  of  the  later  passage  ''the  elders"  are 
referred  to  without  further  description,  and  we  therefore 
naturally  suppose  that  they  are  the  same  as  the  previously 
mentioned  "elders  who  saw  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord." 
And  lastly,  "the  subject  is  continuous  from  the  one  to  the 
other,  though  it  extends  over  four  somewhat  long  chapters 
(cc  33-36)."  Lightfoot  also  adduces  the  references  to 
Papias  in  the  "Hexaemeron"  of  Anastasius  of  Sinai,  and 
in  the  Catena  on  the  Apocalypse,  bearing  the  names  of 
CEcumenius  and  Arethas  which  serve  to  strengthen  the  prob- 
ability reached  upon  other  grounds;  but  for  the  argument 
based  upon  these  I  may  be  content  to  refer  to  his  own 
pagea 

The  reasonable  inference  from  these  facts  is  that  Papias 
recorded  a  traditional  interpretation  of  a  saying  of  Christ's 
which  is  found  only  in  the  Fourth  GospeL  It  might  be  that 
the  saying  as  well  as  the  interpretation  had  come  down  by 
oral  tradition,  and  had  not  yet  been  incorporated  in  the 
1  Ettanjtj  p.  197  tggr.  '  y.  zxxiii.  4. 
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Qospel  ^ ;  and  in  favour  of  this  view  it  might  be  pointed  out 
that  the  words  are  not  quite  the  same  as  those  in  the  QospeL 
I  do  not  think,  however,  that  any  stress  can  be  laid  upon  the 
verbal  difference;  for  the  characteristic  words,  which  alone 
are  important  for  the  subject,  are  the  same,  and  the  change 
consists  in  substituting  for  one  form  of  expression  another 
which  is  strictly  synonymous,  and  which  is  found  in  Luke  ii. 
49.  This  kind  and  amount  of  alteration  is  quite  in  accordance 
with  patristic  usage.  On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  likely  that 
the  ''  Dominical  Oracles "  which  Papias  expounded  were  con- 
tained in  well-known  books.  Here  the  silence  of  Eusebius 
may  be  of  some  use  to  us.  If  Papias  habitually  quoted 
sayings  which  are  not  in  our  Gospels,  but  were  either  of 
unknown  origin,  or  derived  from  some  of  the  known 
apocryphal  books,  our  historian,  in  accordance  with  his  usual 
practice,  would  have  noticed  this  fact;  and  I  think  we  may 
justly  conclude  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  quotations 
which  struck  Eusebius  as  peculiar  and  calling  for  remark. 
Further,  we  know  that  Papias  had  writings  which  were 
ascribed  to  Matthew  and  Mark;  and  we  have  just  seen  in 
Irenfldus'  extract  how  the  parable  of  the  Sower  is  referred 
to  as  though  the  readers  were  sure  to  be  quite  familiar  with 
it.  When,  therefore,  a  saying  which  is  now  found  in  the 
Fourth  Gospel  is  cited  as  though  everyone  would  be  certain 
to  recognize  it,  we  may  reasonably  presume  that  that  saying 
was  contained  in  some  accepted  book,  and  that  that  book 

^  So  Conaen  (Monarch.  ProL^  pp.  109  i;.).  His  remark  th&t  the 
Presbyters  could  hardly  have  shown  more  certainly  that  they  had  no 
connection  with  the  antiior  of  the  Qospel,  who  did  not  refer  to  the  different 
grades  of  blessedness,  is  scarcely  sustained  by  the  general  character  of 
ancient  exegesis.  In  his  later  article  Corssen  withdraws  from  this  position^ 
and  maintains  that,  in  presence  of  the  fact  that  the  presbyters  agree  with 
the  Qospel,  the  vague  possibility  of  their  dependence  on  another  source  is 
not  yery  convincing.    See  Zeitseh,  f,  neut.  Wi$8.^  1901,  p.  214. 
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was  the  Gospel  which  is  so  closely  allied  to  the  first  Epistle 
of  John.^ 

I  fear  that  in  spite  of  the  rather  favourable  opinion  of  Mr 
Burkitt,'  small  importance  can  be  attached  to  a  curious 
statement,  at  least  in  its  present  form,  that,  according  to 
Papias,  the  Gospel  was  written  after  the  Apocalypse,  and 
given  to  the  churches  in  Asia  by  John,  while  he  was  still  in 
the  body,  and  that  Papias  himself  wrote  it  from  the  dictation 
of  John.  This  is  said  to  have  been  contained  in  Papias' 
**  exoterica,  that  is,  in  the  last  five  books  (or,  at  the  end  of  the 
five  books,  in  extremis  quinque  libris)."  A  portion  of  this 
statement  is  given,  without  any  authority,  in  a  Greek  proem 
to  a  Catena.'  The  complete  statement  is  contained  in  two 
Latin  codices,  one  in  the  Vatican  and  one  in  Madrid.^ 

The  value  of  this  alleged  citation  is,  as  Hamack  points  out,^ 

1  Hamack  admits  the  probability  that  Papias  was  aoquainted  with  the 
Gospel,  and  used  it  like  the  other  QoepeLs,  as  a  sonroe  for  the  sayings  of 
the  Lord  {Chronol^  p.  336,  in  the  note).  Corssen  also,  departing  from  his 
former  opinion,  is  convinced  that  Papias  was  acquainted  with  the  Gospel 
(ZdUch,/.  ruut.  fFias^  1901,  pp.  212  tqq.). 

'  Two  Leetwrei  on  the  OotpdSj  1901,  pp.  67  iqq.  and  90 199. 

'  IflkUviff  .  .  .  jhnry^pcutf'f  rh  %haYy4\io¥  r^  iavrov  lufiffrf  Oavif .  Quoted 
by  Burkitt  from  Corderius,  p.  68. 

*  They  are  both  quoted  in  Wordsworth  and  White's  Noovm  Testammtvm 
Dommi  notiri  Jent  ChritU  latine  Hcwndvm  edUionem  scmcH  Hieronymi.  The 
important  part  may  be  quoted  '*  ex  cod.  Reginss  Suetise,  printed  from  the 
edition  of  Thomarius,  0pp.  i.,  p.  344;  Bomse,  1747 '^ :— <<  Evangelium 
Johannis  manifestatum  et  datum  est  ecclesiis  ab  Johanne  adhuc  in  corpore 
constituto ;  sicut  Papias  nomine,  HieropoUtanus,  disoipulus  Johannis  carus, 
in  ezotericis,  id  est  in  extremis  quinque  libris  retulit ;  descripsit  vero 
evangelium  dictante  Johanne  recte."  This  passage  occurs  with  unimportant 
variations,  due  perhaps  to  its  being  independently  translated  from  the 
Greek,  in  a  Prologue  to  John  contained  in  the  Godex  Toletanus.  This 
manuscript  is  assigned  to  the  tenth  century  by  W.  and  W.  in  the  Preface, 
p.  xiii,  but  this  is  corrected  to  the  ninth  in  the  Epilogus,  p.  708,  while 
Gregory  puts  it  back  to  the  eighth  {Pndeg,  to  Tisch^  p.  991.  The  quotations 
in  W.  and  W.  are  on  pp.  490  and  491). 

»  Ohronoly  p.  665. 
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vitiated  by  its  smgnlur  deficiencies.  The  statement  that  John 
published  the  Gospel  while  he  was  living  is  nonsense  as  it 
stands,  for  no  one  eonld  suppose  that  he  published  it  when  he 
was  dead.^  And  again,  John  is  not  characterized,  so  that  we 
cannot  tell  whether  the  Apostle  is  meant.  It  is  even  more 
serious  that  the  five  books  have  a  title  otherwise  unknown ; 
and  it  has  been  conjectured  that  the  "  exoterica "  may  have 
been  an  addition  to  the  original  work,  made  with  the  intention 
of  claiming  the  authority  of  Papias  for  all  kinds  of  apocryphal 
stories.'  We  must  add  the  extreme  improbability  that  a 
statement  of  this  importance  should  never  be  alluded  to  by 
ancient  writers,  even  if  Eusebius  was  led  to  neglect  it  by  his 
contemptuous  estimate  of  Papias.  Mr  Burkitt  is  convinced,  by 
a  comparison  of  the  texts,  that  St  Jerome,  in  his  "  De  Y iris 
illustribus,''  borrowed  from  the  document  represented  to  us  by 
the  Prologue  in  the  CJodex  Toletanus';  but  if  so  we  must 
conclude  either  that  the  passage  about  Papias  was  wanting  or 
that  Jerome  did  not  believe  it  to  be  authentic.^  Except  for 
the  reference  to  "  five  books,"  and  to  Hierapolis,  there  might 
seem  to  be  much  probability  in  the  conjecture  of  Corssen  that 
"  Papias ''  is  an  error  for  "  Prochorus,"  the  ostensible  author  of 
the  romantic  irpa(ei^  tov  ayiov  airo<rTo\ov  xai  euayyeKurroS 
*Imdwov  rod  d^oXayov,  a  work  which  is  assigned  to  the  first 
half  of  the  fifth  century.^    lightf oot's  emendations  and  oon- 

>  Might  not  the  phraae,  however,  mean  eimply  that  he  was  still  living 
at  so  late  a  date  f  Compare  Eosebiua^  In  r^  $1^  Mtvr^wra  (K  B., 
iii.  18). 

'  See  the  note  to  fragment  zix.  of  Papias  in  Patrwn  ApadoUeorwn  Opera, 
by  de  Gebhardt,  Hamack,  and  Zahn ;  also  Lightfoot,  J?«ays  on  Sup,  StL^ 
pp.  210  sq.y  who  refutes  the  coigeetore.    See  before,  p.  22S  49. 

»  P.  92. 

*  Can  Jerome,  by  his  "  tantom  ^  in  the  article  on  Pftpias,  '^qninqne  tantom 
scripeit  volomina,"  intend  quietly  to  set  aside  some  sporioos  volumes  1 

*  See  Mimiarehianitehe  Prologi  sm  dm  vMr  Evangdim,  1896^  in  TexU  «. 
UfiUn.y  XV.  I,  pp.  1 14  iqq.  The  conjectnie  is  repeated  in  the  ^aitscA./.  nnU, 
fFi$$^  1901,  p.  224. 
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jeotnres,  however,  render  the  statement  as  it  stands  much  less 
improbable  than  it  appears  to  be  at  first  sight.  "  The  word 
'  exoterids,' "  he  says,  "  onght  plainly  to  be  read  '  exegeticis/  " 
and  "  extrefmisy  which  should  perhaps  be  eostemisy  is  the  Latin 
interpretation  of  the  false  reading  oxoterids.  Thns  purged  of 
errors,  the  reference  to  Papias  presents  no  difficulties.  We 
may  suppose  that  Papias,  having  reported  some  saying  of  St 
John  on  the  authority  of  the  elders,  went  on  somewhat  as 
follows:  'And  this  accords  with  what  we  find  in  his  own 
Gospel,  which  he  gave  to  the  Churches  when  he  was  stiU  in 
the  body/  .  .  .  Li  this  contrast  between  the  story  repeated 
after  his  .death  and  the  (Gospel  taken  down  from  his  lips 
during  his  lifetime,  we  should  have  an  explanation  of  the 
words  adkvAi  in  corpore  constitiUo,  which  otherwise  seem 
altogether  out  of  place/'  The  statement  that  Papias  wrote 
down  the  Gospel  may,  he  thinks,  have  arisen  from  mistaking 
aireypai/>ov,  the  third  person  plural,  for  the  first  person  singular. 
Eusebius,  he  believes,  would  not  have  repeated  an  incidental 
reference  of  this  kind.^  I  think,  however,  that  till  we  have 
fuller  knowledge,  this  item  of  evidence  cannot  safely  be  relied 
upon,  though  in  its  emended  form  it  does  not  seem  intrinsically 
improbable. 

Before  concluding  this  long  notice  of  Papias  I  must  consider 
an  argument  which  is  relied  upon  by  Corssen.'  In  a  passage 
in  which  Ireneeus  is  reasoning  against  the  opinion  that  Jesus 
taught  for  only  one  year,  he  advances  the  strange  notion  that 
he  taught  for  more  than  twenty  yeara'  He  proves  that 
Christ  taught  for  more  than  one  year  by  enumerating  the 
Passovers  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  He  then  contends  that 
Jesus,  to  be  a  perfect  teacher,  must  have  had  experience  of 

>  EsBoyt  an  Sup,  Rel^  pp.  2 10  iqq. 

*  Mmainh,  ProLj  pp.  106  igg.    Also  in  the  Znt.f,  neut.  fFtM.,  1901,  pp.' 
202  iqq,  '  n.  xxii. 
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every  age,  and  therefore  before  his  death  was  an  elder  among 
elder&  Now  one  declines  into  the  elder  age  from  the  fortieth 
and  fiftieth  year,^  at  which  onr  Lord  taught;  "as  the  Gospel 
and  all  the  Presbyters  bear  witness  who  in  Asia  met  with 
John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  that  John  handed  do¥m  these 
thinga  For  he  remained  with  them  till  the  times  of  Trajan. 
But  some  of  them  saw  not  only  John,  but  also  other  apostles, 
and  heard  these  same  things  from  them,  and  testified  about 
a  relation  of  this  kind."  He  then  appeals  in  confirmation  of 
this  to  the  objection  of  the  Jews  in  John  viii  57,  that  Jesus 
was  not  yet  fifty  years  old,  and  argues  that  such  words  could 
be  addressed  only  to  one  who  was  evidently  more  than  forty, 
and  probably  not  far  from  fifty.  Corssen  thinks,  with  great 
probability,  that  the  testimony  of  the  elders  was  contained 
in  Papias.  Then  he  draws  the  conclusion,  from  the  way  in 
which  the  testimony  is  used,  that  the  Presbyters  cannot  have 
made  any  mention  of  the  Qospel  on  this  occasion.  Irensdus 
treats  the  Gospel  and  the  Presbyters  as  affording  two  indepen- 
dent testimonies,  which  would  not  have  been  the  case  if  both 
were  supposed  to  rest  on  the  authority  of  the  same  man,  and 
emphasises  that  of  the  latter  more  strongly  than  that  of  the 
former;  and  he  even  appeals  to  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
Presbyters  had  seen  other  apostles  as  weU  as  John,  showing 
that  these  had  only  oral  tradition  to  rely  upon.  Finally 
Corssen  produces  a  "  yet  stronger  "  argument  which  seems  to 
me  to  shatter  his  whole  contention.  The  statement  of  the 
Presbyters  goes  decidedly  beyond  that  of  the  Gospel  Pre- 
cisely; the  Gospel  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  what  Irenasus 
wanted.  The  statement  made  by  the  Jews  (not  by  the 
historian),  which  is  assumed  by  Iremeus  to  be  correctly 
reported,  required  an  interpretation;  and  by  the  evangelist 

1  Corssen,  with  great  probability,  thinks  «t  quinquaguimo  ia  a  later 
insertion  made  by  some  copyist  or  reader. 
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it  is  neither  interpreted  nor  certified  as  conveying  a  correct 
impression.  The  natural  explanation  of  the  whole  discussion 
is  that  the  Presbyters  gave  what  they  believed  to  be  John's 
own  explanation  of  the  passage  in  the  Gospel,  and  in  relation 
to  so  surprising  a  statement  it  was  quite  in  place  to  appeal 
to  the  authority  of  other  apostles  as  welL  Irenseus,  by 
accepting  Luke's  chronology,  involves  himself  in  insuperable 
difficulties ;  but  the  elders  are  not  responsible  for  this.  Apart 
from  Luke's  somewhat  uncertain  statement  we  know  nothing 
of  Christ's  age.  Matthew  gives  the  impression  that  he  was 
bom  considerably  before  the  death  of  Herod,  and  the  testimony 
of  the  elders  is  simply  that  Jesus  was  older  at  the  time  of  his 
death  than  is  usually  supposed,  and.  than  Luke's  informant 
believed.  It  seems  probable  that  Papias  recorded  their  testi- 
mony in  connection  with  the  passage  in  the  Fourth  Gospel.^ 

Li  viewing  the  whole  of  the  evidence  bearing  on  Papias, 
I  am  quite  aware  that  it  is  precarious;  but  as  I  have  often 
had  occasion  to    remark,   evidence    does    not    cease  to    be 


^  Conaen  himself,  in  his  later  article,  retracts  his  previoas  opinion,  and 
thinkB  that  Papias  and  his  Presbyters  derived  their  view  from  the  Qospel 
(pp.  214-221).  Perhaps  I  onght  to  refer  to  a  carious  statement  of  an 
anonymous  writer,  of  the  year  810,  who  informs  us  that  he  had  found 
the  following  passage  in  the  commentaries  of  Yictorinus  : — '<  We  have 
found  in  the  parchments  of  Bishop  Alexander,  who  was  in  Jerusalem,  what 
he  copied  with  his  own  hand  from  the  exemplars  of  the  apostles.''  Then 
follow  statements  of  the  consulships  under  which  Jesus  was  bom,  baptized, 
and  crucified,  giving  the  years  9,  46,  and  58  (ZeU.  /.  neut,  Wiu.^  1901, 
p.  218).  Why  exemplars  of  the  apostles  in  Jerusalem  should  mean  the 
work  of  Papias  I  do  not  know  ;  but  if  they  do,  it  would  certainly  appear 
that  he  was  as  ignorant  as  he  was  credulous.  It  is  strange  that  anyone 
should  know  the  names  of  the  Consuls,  and  yet  be  ignorant  of  the  date  of 
Pilate's  Procuratorship.  This,  however,  has  no  very  obvious  bearing  on  our 
question.  I  may  remark  that  a  modem  investigation  brings  the  age  of 
Jesus  very  close  to  forty.  Mr  Thomas  Lewin  places  the  nativity  in  ao.  6, 
and  the  crucifixion  in  a.d.  33  (in  his  Fa^  Sacri;  or^  a  Key  to  the  Chrondogy 
of  the  New  Teetameni).  I  take  the  statement  from  a  notice  of  the  work  in 
the  Journal  of  Sacred  lAUroAwre^  January  1866,  pp.  470  e^. 
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evidence  because  it  is  not  of  overpowering  force.  It  is  pre- 
cisely among  these  delicate  probabilities  that  criticism  has  to 
make  its  way,  and  it  is  not  its  part  to  wield  a  bludgeon  when 
a  dissecting  knife  is  required.  Only  a  few  fragments  have 
survived  of  the  works  of  Papias,  and  the  evidence  afforded 
by  these  fragments  is  of  the  most  casual  description.  But 
from  what  has  been  said,  I  think  we  must  OHidude  that,  if 
we  take  the  case  of  Papias  by  itself,  the  probabilities,  when 
fairly  and  carefully  balanced,  are  for,  and  not  against,  his  use 
of  the  Fourth  Qospel.  When  taken  in  connection  with  other 
evidence,  it  becomes  more  important,  because  it  confirms 
anticipations  which  that  other  evidence  induced  us  to  form. 
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THE  SHEPHERD  OF  HERMAS ;  THE  EPISTLES  OF  BARNABAS 
AND  IGNATIUS;  AND  JOHN  XXI.   24. 

Dr  C.  Taylor  has  produced  an  interesting  argument  to  show 
that  the  "  Shepherd  of  Hermas  "  recognizes  four  QospeLs.  The 
Church  is  represented  as  seated  on  a  bench  with  four  feet,  so 
that  it  stands  securely ;  "  for  the  world  also  is  compacted  of 
four  elements."^  This  reason,  which  Hamack  describes  as 
"  mere  inepta,"  *  ceases  to  be  so  when  Dr  Taylor  brings  it  into 
connection  with  the  celebrated  passage  in  IrensBus  about  the 
necessity  for  four,  and  only  four.  Gospels.  The  spiritual 
creation  corresponded  with  the  physical  in  resting  on  a  four- 
fold basis.  The  allusion  is  undoubtedly  obscure ;  but  this  is 
quite  in  accordance  with  the  manner  of  Hermas.  Dr  Taylor 
presents  in  detail  a  number  of  resemblances  in  thought  and 
expression  between  Hennas  and  the  Fourth  OospeL  These  are 
hardly  such  as,  by  themselves,  to  prove  a  literary  dependence ; 
but  when  we  consider  them  in  combination  with  the  general 
historical  probability,  established  by  what  we  know  of  the 
state  of  belief  in  the  next  generation,  and  with  the  apparent 
allusion  to  the  four  Gospels,  we  must  admit  that  we  have 
some  indication  that  the  Johaimine  Gospel  was  already 
incorporated  in  a  collection  which  was  regarded  as  the  basis 
of  the  Church.* 

^  Viaio,  in.  xiii.  3.  '  Quoted  by  Hilgenfeld,  on  the  passage. 

3  See  2%«  WHne$$  of  Hermas  to  the  Fowr  Gospels,  by  C.  Taylor,  D.D.,  1892. 

■55 
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We  must  not  pause  long  upon  the  Epistle  of  Barnabas,  as  I 
think  the  evidence  which  it  affords  is  quite  neutral.  It  is 
curious  that  Eeim,  who  impugns  the  genuineness  of  the 
Qospel,  insists  that  it  was  known  to  the  writer  of  Barnabas,^ 
while  Cunningham,  whose  leanings  might  naturally  be  the 
other  way,  maintains  the  opposite  opinion.'  Eeim's  view  is 
founded  upon  a  number  of  resemblances  in  language  and  ideas, 
some  of  which  are  undoubtedly  striking,  and,  if  we  were  sure 
that  the  Gospel  existed  at  the  time,  might  justly  be  regarded 
as  indications  of  its  influence.  On  the  other  hand  the  doctrine 
of  the  Logos,  at  least  in  connection  with  that  term,  is  absent, 
although  Christ's  pre-existence  is  clearly  taught';  and  the 
most  that  we  can  fairly  say  is  that  we  here  have  traces 
of  Johannine  thought  and  vocabulary  which  help  to  show 
that  it  is  at  least  not  an  anachronism  to  assign  an  early  date 
to  the  Gospel. 

Dr  Martineau,  however,  insists  that  there  are  ''differences 
....  which  completely  separate  "the  two  writers,  Barnabas, 
for  instance,  placing  the  resurrection  and  ascension  on  the  same 
day,^  in  accordance  with  the  tradition  which  is  preserved  in 
Luke,  which  he  could  not  have  done, "  without  a  hint  of 
hesitation,  if  the  Fourth  Gospel,  with  its  plain  contradiction, 
had  been  present  to  his  hand."'^  This  appears  to  me  to  be 
a  very  precarious  way  of  deciding  on  the  relative  dates  of 
books.  It  assumes  a  minute  criticism  and  balancing  of 
authorities,  such  as  we  have  no  reason  for  attributing  to  the 
writer  of  the  Epistle;  and  if  this  anonymous  author  could 
not  possibly  write  anything  inconsistent  with  the  Fourth 
Gospel,  if  that  work  had  already  appeared,  how  could  the 

1  Oesch,  JiMtt,  i.  p.  141  9qq. 

>  A  Dtsmiation  on  the  EpMe  of  Bamabaiy  gwm  with  the  text,  eta,  1877, 
pp.  Ixxxyiii  ig.,  xciv,  60. 

5  v.  5.  *  XV.  9.  »  Seat  ofAuffumty,  p.  206  «gg. 
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anonymous  author  of  the  Fourth  Qospel  contradict  Luke? 
Moreover,  Dr  Martineau  alleges  that  the  Christology  deviates 
from  the  Pauline  type;  and  if  the  writer  consciously  or 
unconsciously  deviated  from  the  view  of  one  apostle,  he 
might  do  so  from  that  of  another.  As  the  New  Testament 
writings  represent  several  stages  of  theological  thought,  it 
required  a  considerable  time  to  frame  an  ecclesiastical  theory 
which  seemed  to  embrace  and  harmonize  them  all;  and  we 
must  not  forget  that  an  inferior  mind,  like  that  of  the  author 
of  the  Epistle,  does  not  easily  assimilate  the  ideas  of  a  lofty 
genius.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is  rash  to  assert  either  that 
the  Epistle  was  influenced  by  the  Qospel,  or  that  the  Qospel 
must  be  a  later  production. 

The  allusions  or  parallels  in  the  Yossian  recension  of  the 
Ignatian  Epistles,  the  one  which  has  the  best  claim  to  be 
considered  genuine,  are  more  remarkable.  In  Philadelphians 
vii.  are  the  words, "  For  if  some  persons  wished  to  lead  me 
astray  in  the  flesh ;  yet  the  Spirit  is  not  led  astray,  being  from 
Qod;  otSev  yap  iraOetf  Spxerai  /cot  irov  vwayet.  These  words 
are  verbatim  in  John  iii.  8,  except  that  the  beginning  is  owe 
otSa^.  It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  in  the  use  of  this  notice- 
able expression  there  is  not  dependence  on  one  side  or  the 
other,  and  it  can  hardly  be  questioned  that  in  John  the 
connection  is  more  appropriate  and  original.  In  the  same 
Epistle,  ix.,  avro^  S>v  dvpa  rod  Trarpo^i  Si^  ^f  eia-epxoprai, 
'Afipaafi,  K.rX,  may  be  a  reminiscence  of  John  x.  9,  eyci  ei/xi  i 
Qipa'  St  ifjLoS  iav  T19  eiVeXd^;,  ic.r.X.  In  Magnesians  vii.  6  Kupio^ 
Slv€u  tov  TTorpo^  ovSev  eiroino'w  may  be  based  on  John  viiL  28, 
ax  ifKouTov  woiSi  ovSev ;  and  the  dosing  words  of  the  section, 
€7r£  €va  Itia-ovv  X.pi<rrov  tov  a0'  ivof  irarpo^  irpoeKQovra  Kai  e«V 
ha  ovra  xai  xwfxrfcravTay  are  strongly  tinged  with  Johannine 
doctrine.  In  the  next  section  we  are  told  that  "  there  is  one 
(kd  who  manifested  himself  through  Jesus  Christ  his  Son,  09 
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i<mv  avTOv  \0rya9  citto  <riy^  'wpoeKdiv^  09  Kara  iravTa 
ewipitmicrey  rw  irefolfwrri  carrov"  ^  Here  we  have  a  doctrine  of 
the  Logos,  combined  with  a  possible  aUnsion  to  John  viiL  29, 
6  TrifjLyJrai  fi€  /uer'  i/jLoS  i^rruf  .  .  .  or*  iyw  ra  aperra  acuri  iroiw 
irccmroTc.  We  should  observe  that  the  use  of  wifiirw  in 
relation  to  Christ  is  characteristically  and  almost  exclusively 
Johannine.  One  other  passage  requires  our  attention.  In 
Romans  viL  we  meet  with  vSwp  ^Av^  as  in  John  iv.  10,  and 
with  aprov  Oeov  .  .  .  o  €<mv  <rap(  rod  X.purrov  .  .  .  Koi  irofia 
...  TO  atfjLa  cairoS,^  which  may  be  derived  from  John  vi.  33, 51, 
55  (where,  however,  we  have  irocri^  instead  of  xo/Aa).  These 
coincidences  appear  to  me  sufficiently  marked  and  numerous 
to  make  it  probable  that  the  writer  of  the  Epistles  was 
acquainted  with  the  Gospel  But  whether  the  writer  was 
really  Ignatius  is  far  too  large  a  question  for  us  to  enter 
upon ;  and  it  is  the  less  incumbent  upon  us  to  do  so  because, 
even  if  we  admit  the  genuineness  of  the  letters,  it  may 
be  contended  with  some  show  of  reason  that  we  have  no 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  Johannine  document  but  only 
of  the  adoption  of  phrases  which  were  becoming  current  in 
the  Church,  and  preparing  the  way  for  the  developed 
doctrine  which  was  afterwards  incorporated  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel 

Freiherr  von  der  Goltz,  in  an  elaborate  work,  tries  to 
prove  that  Ignatius,  though  influenced  by  Johannine  thought, 
was  unacquainted  with  the  Gospel^  His  argument  seems  to 
me  to  rest  on  a  very  questionable  critical  canon,  viz.,  that  an 
author  will  not  use  a  Scriptural  expression  in  a  connection  of 
his  own,  or  give  it  an  application  which  the  original  writer 

1  I  follow  Lightfoof  8  text ;  see  his  note. 

*  Following  Lightfoot,  the  further  Johannine  expressions  being  in- 
sofficientlf  supported. 

s  «<  Ignatius  von  Antiochien  als  Christ  und  Theologe,"  in  TexU  und 
UfUerij  xii  3,  1894. 
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did  not  intend,  or  fail  to  quote  it  when  he  might  reasonably 
do  so.    How  many  religious  writers  might  be  proved  by  such 
a  canon  to  have  been  ignorant  of  the  Fourth  Qospel.    I  take 
at  random  two  sermons  of  Dr  Martineau's  on  "Christ,  the 
Divine  Word."    Remove  the  texts,  and  it  would  be  hard  to 
prove  that  he  had  ever  heard  of  the  very  Qospel  whose  central 
thought  it  is  his  endeavour  to  illustrate  and  defend.    The 
first  contains  two  or  three  short  phrases  from  the  Gospel ;  but 
then  these  may  have  been  current  in  a  Johannine  school ;  and 
two  quotations,  "  He  is  what  he  is,"  and  "  I  am  no  Fate," 
occur,  pointing  to  an  apocryphal  source,  which  probably  con- 
tained all  the  phrases  apparently  borrowed  from  the  Gospel. 
The  second  has  no  allusion  to  the  Gospel  whatever,  but  shows 
acquaintance  with  the  Old  Testament,  and  suggests  the  possi- 
bility of  his  having  seen  the  Gospel  of  Matthew.    There  is 
hardly  a  trace  of  Johannine  language,  and  the  whole  working 
out  of  the  thought  is  quite  independent  of  the  Gospel.    Yet 
surely  sermons  on  "  Christ,  the  Divine  Word  "  would  be  satu- 
rated with  the  style  and  thought  of  the  Gospel,  if  the  writer 
had  been  acquainted  with  it    If  the  Ignatian  Epistles  and  the 
Gospel  were  documents  accidentally  discovered,  and  possess- 
ing no  history,  we  might  have  reasonable  doubts  about  their 
relation  to  one  another,  though  to  my  own  mind  the  Epistles 
seem,  in  phraseology  and  thought,  to  betray  a  later  time  than 
the  Johannine  writings.    But  it  is  only  fair  to  remember  that 
there  is  an  account  of  them,  which  professes  to  be  historical ; 
and  the  fact  that  Johannine  thought  and  language  had  made 
themselves  felt  as  far  as  Antioch,  is  to  that  extent  con- 
firmatory of  the  history*    I  even  venture  to  think  that  the 
departure  from  Johannine  language,  and  the  occasional  en- 
largement of  Johannine  thought,  in  the  exposition  of  kindred 
themes,  resembling  as  it  does  the  practice  of  later  writers, 
points  to  a  time  when  the  Johannine  document  was  already 
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regarded  as  authoritative,  and  a  proper  aomoe  for  explanation 
and  development. 

We  must  notice  one  other  testimony  before  we  proceed  to 
the  views  of  the  heretica  John  xxL  24  dedaies,  ""This  is 
the  disciple  who  testifies  about  these  things,  and  wrote  these 
things ;  and  we  know  that  his  testimony  is  tni&"  In  these 
words  the  composition  of  the  Qospel  is  ascribed  to  an 
immediate  disciple;  and  though  he  is  not  named,  I  suppose 
no  one  will  doubt  that  John  is  intended,  for  on  behalf  of  him 
alone  among  the  twelve  has  the  daim  of  authorship  ever  been 
advanced.  Eeim  alleges  that  the  date  of  this  concluding 
chapter  ''hardly  falls  long  before  the  dose  of  the  second 
century,"^  but  he  gives  no  reason  for  this  opinion.  The 
chapter  is  undoubtedly  an  appendix ;  but  there  is  no  ground, 
except  conjecture,  for  supposing  that  it  was  added  after  the 
publication  of  the  Qospel,  and  it  is  most  unUkdy  that  it 
would  have  found  its  way  into  all  our  authorities  if  it  was  a 
spurious  addition  made  after  the  rest  of  the  work  had  been 
for  a  considerable  time  in  circulation.  It  may,  however,  be 
reasonably  questioned  whether  these  words  proceeded  from 
the  author  himself  or  from  some  of  his  diadples.  This  can- 
not be  settled  with  certainty,  and  we  need  not  discuss  it,  for 
the  decision  does  not  serioudy  affect  our  immediate  problem.* 
If  the  verse  was  written  by  the  author,  then  the  work  itself 
professes  to  be  by  an  apostle';  if  it  was  added  by  friends  at 
the  time  of  publication,  posdUy  after  the  author's  death,  still 
the  writers  must  have  had  full  knowledge  of  the  fact  In 
either  case  there  is  direct  and  ¥dlful  misstatement  if  the  book 

>  Gtich,  /.,  i.  p.  137,  note  2. 

'  It  is  folly  discaased  by  ?M>f.  Klopper  in  en  artiole  to  be  refamd 
to  pieeenily. 

'  We  may  compare  the  statement  of  Brother  Leo, — ^He  that  wrote 
these  things  saw  this  many  a  time,  and  doth  hereby  bear  witness  thereof  " 
(Mirror  ofPerfeeUan,  translated  by  Belastian  Evans,  18991  p.  39). 
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was  really  written  long  after  the  last  of  the  apostles  was  in 
his  grave.  Men  will  judge  differently  of  this  kind  of  literary 
fiction ;  but  I  may  observe  that  this  is  not  a  statement  of  the 
kind  that  might  be  understood  allegorically,  or  in  which  the 
intelligent  reader  might  be  expected  to  see  the  literary 
artifice.  If  it  is  not  ti^e,  it  seems  clearly  intended  to  deceive ; 
and  for  my  part  I  find  it  difficult  to  believe  that  a  book  of 
this  lofty  spiritual  type  carries  a  deliberate  falsehood  on  its 
face.  If  it  can  be  made  probable  that  the  note  was  appended 
a  considerable  time  after  the  composition  of  the  work,  this 
argument  will  fall  to  the  ground ;  but  tiU  this  probability  is 
established,  I  am  compelled  to  believe  that  we  have  here  a 
very  early  attestation  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Qospel,  and 
that  it  is  very  difficult  on  any  just  principles  of  criticism  to 
set  it  aside. 

This  conclusion  does  not  seem  to  me  invalidated  if  we 
suppose  the  whole  of  chapter  xxi.  to  be  an  appendix  written 
by  a  different  hand  from  that  of  the  Evangelist.  This  view 
of  the  chapter  has  been  recently  advocated  by  Professor 
Klopper  in  an  elaborate  article.^  He  admits,  on  account  of 
the  diplomatic  evidence,  that  the  appendix  must  have  been 
written  soon  after  the  Qospel,  and  was  intended  to  remove 
prejudices  which  might  arise  against  it  owing  to  its  departure 
from  the  synoptical  narrative.'  But  he  thinks  that  the  author 
of  the  appendix  did  not  speak  from  real  knowledge,  but  based 
his  assertion  of  the  truth  of  the  Qospel  partly  on  tradition, 
and  partly  on  references  to  an  eye-witness  in  the  Qospel 
itself,  in  i.  14  and  xix.  35.^  It  appears  to  me,  however,  that 
at  a  time  soon  after  the  publication  of  the  Qospel  there  must 
have  been  numbers  of  men  who  knew  perfectly  well  whether 

'  "Das  21  Capltel  des  4  S^angeliumB  erlantert,"  in  the  Zeit  f,  fFist, 
ThMl^  1899,  pp.  337-381. 
«  P.  381.  »  P.    76. 
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it  was  a  work  of  John's  or  not,  and  it  is  difficult  to  ascribe  the 
attestation  to  mere  conjecture,  and  to  suppose  that  it  would 
have  been  accepted  in  spite  of  men's  better  knowledge. 
Moreover,  the  attestation  does  not  ascribe  the  Qospel  to  John 
by  name,  and  it  is  only  through  the  current  knowledge  of 
the  time  that  the  ''beloved  disciple**  has  been  identified 
with  John. 

We  have  now  concluded  our  examination  of  witnesses 
belonging  to  the  Catholic  Church.  We  have  received  a  per- 
fectly uniform  testimony  from  all  parts  of  the  Christian 
world ;  and  in  feeling  our  way  towards  the  earlier  portion  of 
the  second  century  we  have  met  traces  of  the  use  of  the  (Gospel 
which  serve  to  confirm  the  fuller  evidence  of  a  later  time.  So 
far,  then,  as  the  surviving  literature  is  concerned,  Eusebius  is 
quite  justified  in  placing  the  Qospel  among  the  acknowledged 
books,  about  which  there  never  was  any  question  in  the  Church. 
But  Eusebius  had  a  copious  literature,  proceeding  from  the 
early  and  middle  periods  of  the  second  century,  which  has 
long  ago  perished;  and  we  must  conclude  that  there  was 
nothing  in  that  literature  which  was  clearly  inconsistent  with 
the  Johannine  authorship  of  the  QospeL  This  condition  of 
the  facts  appears  to  me  quite  irreconcilable  with  the  sup- 
position that  the  book  was  sprung  upon  the  world  for  the 
first  time  in  the  middle  of  the  century.  Both  the  general 
probabilities  of  the  case  and  the  direct  evidence,  such  as  it  is, 
point  to  an  early  date,  when  there  must  have  been  numbers  of 
men  still  living  who  knew  whether  John  was  the  author  or 
not.  But  perhaps  the  heretics  will  shed  a  flood  of  light  on 
the  misunderstandings  of  the  Church.  We  must  therefore 
turn  to  them,  and  ascertain,  so  far  as  it  is  still  possible  to  do 
so,  what  was  their  position  in  relation  to  this  question. 
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CHAPTER  Vn 

THE  CLKlfENnNE  HOMILIES 

The  romance  known  as  the  Clementine  Homilies  is  a  Jewish- 
Christian  work,  of  very  uncertain  origin  and  date.  Dr 
Martineau  says  it  was  "probably  produced  at  Rome  about 
A.D.  160-170,"  ^  and  this  is  quite  as  early  a  date  as  can  reason- 
ably be  assigned  to  it.  Throughout  the  earlier  stages  of  the 
Johannine  controversy  scholars  were  in  possession  of  only 
eighteen  and  a  half  out  of  twenty  Homilies,  and  it  was  a 
matter  of  dispute  whether  some  apparent  allusions  to  the 
Fourth  Qospel  were  really  such  or  not.  But  in  1837  Dressel 
discovered  a  manuscript  in  the  Vatican  library  which  con- 
tained the  missing  portion.  He  was  unable,  however,  to 
attend  to  it  for  several  years,  and  the  first  complete  edition 
of  the  text  did  not  appear  till  1853.  Then,  in  xix.  22,  was 
found  a  reference  to  John  ix.  2,  3,  which  was  generally  accepted 
as  conclusive.  Peter  is  represented  as  ascribing  various  evils  to 
men's  ignorant  violation  of  the  divine  law,  and  as  using  these 
words : — "  Whence  also  our  teacher  answered  those  who  asked 
him  about  the  man  who  was  blind  ^  from  birth,  and  recovered 
sight  from  him,  whether  this  man  sinned  or  his  parents  that 
he  was  bom  blind,'  neither  did  this  man  commit  any  sin  nor 

1  Seat  of  Authority,  p.  200.  Dom  Chapman  adopts  the  view  that 
pseudo-Clement  wrote  after  Origen,  and  indeed  probably  not  long  before 
Eusebins.  See  his  note  on  '^Origen  and  the  date  of  Faeudo-Clement,'' 
in  the  Jawmal  of  Tkeologioal  Studies,  iii.  pp.  436  eqq. 

*  Hifpov,  in  John  rv^\^.  '  Here  rv^\6s,  as  in  John. 

963 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


264  CLEMENTINE  HOMILIES 

his  parents,  but  that  through  him  the  power  of  Qod  ^  might  be 
made  manifest,  healing  the  sins  of  ignorance."  Dr  Martineau 
remained  unconvinced,  and  thought  that  the  author  of  the 
Clementine  Homilies  and  the  Evangelist  may  have  used  some 
common  source.  He  notices  the  use  of  irfipi^  for  ti;^Xo9>  in 
agreement  with  a  phrase  which  is  twice  employed  by  Justin 
Martyr,^  and  calls  attention  to  the  difference  of  doctrine  ''  which 
the  passage  elicits  from  the  man's  congenital  blindness."  We 
may  observe,  however,  that  Tnipo^  does  not  occur  within  the 
limits  of  the  actual  quotation,  and  that  the  added  words, 
<<  healing  the  sins  of  ignorance,"  may  be  the  author's  own  com- 
ment. If  he  has  perverted  the  meaning  of  his  authority,  he 
is  not  the  last  commentator  who  has  been  guilty  of  such  an 
offence.*  Still,  considering  the  point  of  view  of  the  writer,  it  is 
conceivable  that,  even  if  the  Fourth  Qospel  had  been  long  in 
circulation,  he  did  not  draw  his  information  directly  from  it. 
IrenaBUS^  tells  us  that  the  Ebionites  used  only  the  Gospel 
according  to  Matthew.  Now  the  great  majority  of  the  quota- 
tions in  the  Clementine  Homilies  come,  with  more  or  less  of 
deviation,  from  this  source ;  and  I  think  it  is  not  improbable 
that  the  Qospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  which  corresponded 
on  the  whole  with  Matthew,  incorporated  narratives  out  of 
the  other  Gospels,  as  well  as  apocryphal  elements.  This  may 
possibly  have  been  the  source  from  which  our  author  drew. 
But  we  are  here  in  a  region  of  conjecture,  where  it  is  impossible 
to  come  to  any  certain  conclusion.  Dr  Martineau  himself 
admits  that  the  Fourth  Gospel  was  published  before  this  date ; 
and  whether  an  imknown  writer  of  controversial  romance  made 
direct  use  of  it  or  not  is  a  matter  of  no  importance.  We 
must  pass  on  to  the  consideration  of  the  great  Gnostic  secta 

*  'H  S^o^if  instead  of  r&  %py, 

'  Afol,^  i.  22,  where,  however,  the  manuscript  reading  is  r«nip«^r,  and 
D%al,y  69.  In  neither  passage  is  there  any  distinct  allnsion  to  the  present 
incident  '  See  before,  p.  103  S09.  *  m.  xi.  7. 
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CHAPTER  VIII 

THE  TALENTINIANS 

The  Valentinians  are  the  first  among  the  great  schools  of 
heretics  to  demand  oar  attention.  The  native  place  of 
Yalentinus  is  uncertain;  but  it  is  customary  to  accept  the 
^'report"  which  had  reached  Epiphanius  before  he  wrote  his 
work  against  heresies,  that  the  heresiarch  was  bom  in  Egypt, 
and  received  a  Greek  education  in  Alexandria.^  The  same 
writer  says  that  he  promulgated  his  doctrine'  in  Egypt,  where 
remnants  of  the  sect  were  still  to  be  found;  that  he  preached 
also  in  Rome,  and  at  last  went  to  Cyprus,  where,  though  he 
had  previously  been  supposed  to  retain  some  piety  and 
orthodoxy,  he  finally  made  shipwreck  of  his  faith.^  This 
surely  does  not  imply,  as  Lipsius  supposes,^  that  he  was 
regarded  as  an  orthodox  teacher  in  Egypt  and  Rome,  and  only 
began  to  disseminate  heretical  opinions  when  he  reached 
Cyprus,  but  rather  that  he  began  in  Egypt,  and  carried  on  the 
work  in  Rome,  though  still  retaining  some  genuine  Christian 
belief,  and  only  in  Cyprus  did  he  cast  off  the  last  semblance 
of  orthodox  faith.  Epiphanius'  statement,  therefore,  is  not 
inconsistent  with  that  of  Irenseus,^  that  "  Yalentinus  came  to 
Rome  in  the  time  of  Hyginus,  and  flourished  under  Pius,  and 
remained  there  till  the  time  of  Anicetus,"  although  we  may 
fuUy  admit  that  this  is  intended  to  define  the  period  of  his 

Hmr.y  xrxL  2.  *  'Zwo4<raro  rh  itiipvyfia.  '  §  ?. 

*  Dietionary  of  OhritHtm  Biography,  iv.  1077.  •  m.  iv.  3. 
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prominent  heretical  activity.  The  date  thns  determined  is 
the  mcNst  important  point  for  our  present  discussion.  If 
Irenssus  is  correct,  and  this  we  have  no  reason  to  doubt, 
Valentinus  was  in  Rome  between  A.D.  138  and  160.  But  we 
do  not  know  when  his  works  were  written,  and  they  may 
have  appeared  after  the  middle  of  the  second  century.  We 
are  probably  safe  in  saying  that  he  must  have  been  bom  at 
least  as  early  as  110,  and,  if  not  a  Christian  by  descent,  must 
have  become  one  some  time  before  138. 

It  is  important  to  observe  that  Valentinus  had  some  very 
able  successors,  and  that  the  sect  was  divided  into  two  schools, 
knovm  as  the  Eastern  and  the  Italian,^  which  were  dis- 
tinguished by  certain  varieties  of  doctrine.  It  will  be 
sufficient  here  to  mention  two  prominent  teachers,  FtolemsBus 
and  Heradeon,  both  belonging  to  the  Italian  school.  The 
former  was  a  contemporary  of  Irenseus,  and  at  the  head  of 
the  party  whose  opinions  principally  attracted  his  attention.* 
The  latter  was  apparently  somewhat  later,  and  is  alluded  to 
by  Clement  of  Alexandria,  about  A.D.  193,  as  ''the  most 
notable  of  the  school  of  Yalentinua"^  Clement  here  quotes 
from  him,  with  approval,  a  long  and  sensible  comment  on  the 
passage  in  Luke  ^  about  confessing  Christ,  in  the  midst  of  which 
Mark  viii.  38  is  inserted,  whether  from  the  use  of  a  harmony 
or  from  failure  of  memory.  Whether  this  extract  was  taken 
from  a  commentary  on  Luke  we  are  not  informed ;  but  that 
Heradeon  wrote  a  commentary  on  John  seems  evident  from 
Origen's  repeated  quotations  from  him  in  his  own  commentary.' 

*  HippoL,  Bef,^  vi.  35.  «  See  Ireneeiu'  Preface,  2. 
»  Strtm^  iv.  9,  p.  595,                                     *  xii.  8,  9,  11,  12. 

*  These  may  be  seen  collected  in  Grabe,  SpiciUgiwm  SS,  Patrumy  etc., 
ii.  pp.  85  $qq.  and  237 ;  in  Stieren's  Irenmut^  L  938  sqq, ;  corrected  and 
enlarged  by  Hilgenfeld,  KetatrgmtvidiUy  1884,  pp.  472  9qq, ;  and  A.  £. 
Brooke, ''  The  Fragments  of  Heradeon,  newly  edited  from  the  MSS.  with 
an  Introduction  and  Notes,''  in  Tezto  a/nd  Studies^  L  4,  Cambridge,  1891. 
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Origen  describes  him  as  ^'said  to  be  an  acquaintance^  of 
Valentinus."  ^  There  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that 
Heradeon  was  too  young  to  have  learned  from  Valentinus 
himself ;  for  Irenseus  alludes  to  him  as  though  he  had  already 
become  known  as  a  leader  of  the  heresy.*  At  all  events  the 
succession  of  teachers  is  quite  continuous  from  some  time 
before  140  to  some  time  after  180.  We  must  now  investigate 
their  relation  to  the  Fourth  Gospel. 

Irenseus  is  our  first  witness.  He  tells  us  that  **  those  who 
are  from  Valentinus  used  most  copiously  that  [Qospel]  which 
is  according  to  John.''^  It  might,  with  some  apparent  reason, 
be  contended  that  Valentinus  himself  is  purposely  excluded 
from  this  statement,  for  just  before,  Irenseus  has  mentioned 
Mardon  himself  as  the  mutilator  of  Luke,  and  made  no 
allusion  to  his  followers.  Why  has  he  acted  differently  in 
the  case  of  Valentinus  unless  the  use  of  the  Gospel  was 
confined  to  his  disciples?  Three  reasons  may  be  alleged. 
First,  the  mutilating  of  Luke  was  a  definite  act,  which  was 
completed  by  Marcion,  and  only  accepted  by  his  adherents, 
whereas  the  use  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  was  continuous. 
Secondly,  Marcion  had  no  successors  who  stood  upon  the 
same  level  with  himself,  whereas  Valentinus,  as  we  have 
seen,  was  followed  by  some  teachers  of  high  distinction. 
Thirdly,  it  does  not  appear  that  Irenseus  was  acquainted 
with  the  writings  of  Valentinus  himself;  at  least  he  tells 
us^  his  Preface'^  that  he  has  ''read  the  commentaries  of 
disciples  of  Valentinus,  and  met  with  some  of  them,"  and 
that  it  is  his  intention  to  describe  the  opinions  of  Ptolemseus 
and  his  followers^;  so  that,  in  the  present  passage,  he  natu- 
rally refers  to  the  disciples  rather  than  the  master.    If  Irenseus 

^  Or  disciple,  ywAptfMP.  '  Com,  in  JoavL^  ii.  8,  begizming. 

•  n.  iv.  I.  *  ni.  xL  7. 

*  §  2.  ^  Tdy  wtpl  HroAff/Muoy. 
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had  intended  to  draw  the  distinction  which  is  suggested,  I 
think  he  would  have  remarked  that,  though  Valentinns  had 
not  nsed  the  Qospel  according  to  John,  yet  his  followers  were 
driven  by  the  force  of  trath  to  do  so.  The  phrase,  *'  those  who 
are  from  Yalentinus,"  therefore,  might  signify  Valentinos  and 
his  school,  and  this  may  be  what  Ireniens  intended;  bat, 
owing  to  the  limitation  of  his  reading,  his  personal  testimony 
does  not  extend  beyond  the  school,  and,  in  regard  to  its 
founder,  we  must  look  upon  this  piece  of  evidence  as 
neutral. 

The  evidence  of  Tertullian  is  not  exposed  to  the  same 
uncertainty  as  that  of  Iren»us;  for  with  Marcion,  who 
mutilated  the  Scriptures,  he  contrasts,  not  the  Valentinians, 
but  Valentinus,  who  used  '*  the  whole  instrument."  He  sajns 
that  the  heretics,  in  order  to  corrupt  the  Christian  doctrine, 
were  obliged  to  corrupt  its  instruments.  This  they  did  in  two 
ways.  "  One,"  he  says,  "  perverts  the  Scriptures  by  his  hand, 
another  their  sense  by  interpretation*  For  if  Valentinus 
appears  to  use  the  entire  instrument,^  he  has,  with  no  less 
crafty  mind  than  Marcion,  laid  hands  upon  the  truth.  For 
Marcion  expressly  and  openly  used  the  knife,  not  the  stylus, 
since  he  made  slaughter  of  the  Scriptures  to  suit  his  own 
matter;  Valentinus,  however,  spared  them,  since  he  did  not 
invent  Scriptures  for  the  matter,  but  matter  for  the  Scriptures ; 
and,  nevertheless,  he  took  away  more  and  added  more,  taking 
away  the  proper  meanings  even  of  single  words,  and  adding 
arrangements  of  things  which  have  no  real  existence."'  I 
have  here  rendered  videtwr  '' appears";  but  I  believe  the 
meaning  is,  ''if  it  is  apparent,  clearly  seen,  that  Valentinus 
used  the  entire  instrument,"  and  that  there  is  no  suggestion 
of  mere  seeming.    So  in  Acheraua  Ma/rcumem,  iv.  2,  Tertullian 

^  Si  Valentinas  integro  instramento  nti  videtur. 
*  De  PriBBcr.  Hofr^  38. 
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says,  "Lucam  videtnr  Marcion  elegisse  quern  csaderei."^  If 
the  meaning  "  seems "  be  insisted  upon,  however,  it  will  not 
affect  our  present  question;  for  then  the  sense  can  only  be 
that  Valentinus'  use  of  the  whole  body  of  Scripture  was  a 
mere  seeming,  because  he  thrust  into  it  any  interpretation 
that  he  pleased.  Again,  the  hypothetical  form  of  the  state- 
ment, instead  of  throwing  an  air  of  uncertainty  around  it, 
only  gives  it  greater  strength,  for  it  is  a  reluctant  admission 
of  an  undeniable  fact ;  and  if  Tertullian  had  discovered  that 
'there  was  one  important  Christian  document  which  Valen- 
tinus  had  not  used,  he  would  have  triumphantly  paraded  his 
knowledge  in  order  to  strengthen  his  attack.  Further,  as  it 
was  to  the  New  Testament  that  Mardon  applied  the  knife,  it 
must  be  included  in  ''the  whole  instrument,"  even  if  it  be  not 
exclusively  referred  to.  If,  therefore,  Tertullian  was  correctly 
informed,  we  must  concede  that  Yalentinus  made  use  of  the 
Fourth  Qospel,  and  that  thus  the  statement  which  IrenaBUS 
guarantees  for  the  school  is  expressly  extended  to  its  founder. 
We  must,  then,  ask  whether  Tertullian  was  furnished  with 
adequate  knowledge.  He  knew  the  names  of  prominent 
leaders  of  the  sect,  and  he  was  aware  that  the  school  had 
departed,  in  important  points,  from  the  opinion  of  its  founder. 
He  declarer  that  in  his  own  time  Axionicus  of  Antioch  alone 
maintained  the  rule  of  Yalentinus  inviolate.  He  was  ac- 
quainted with  the  treatises  of  men  who  were  not  only  his 
predecessors,  but  contemporaries  of  the  heresiarchs  themselves, 
and  of  these  he  names  Justin,  Miltiades,  IrensBUS,  and  Proculus 
as  the  men  whom  he  would  like  to  follow.^  This,  it  must  be 
confessed,  gives  little  evidence  of  first-hand  information,  and 
I  think  it  would  be  rash  to  assert  that  Tertullian  had  ever 
looked  at  the  works  of  Yalentinus.    StiU  he  seems  to  have 

1  See  Dr  E.  Abbof  8  AtUhonhip  of  the  Fowrth  Gotpet^  1880^  p.  81,  note  {. 
*  Adv,  Vai^  iv.  and  y. 
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been  acquainted  with  the  coarse  of  the  controversy  on  the 
Catholic  side  from  the  first;  and  if  this  had  indicated  any 
marked  difference  between  Valentinns  and  his  followers  in 
their  use  of  the  Scriptures,  he  would  probably  have  seized 
upon  this  fact,  and  turned  it  to  account.  We  may,  therefore, 
fairly  say  that  he  states  the  impression  which  he  had  received 
from  the  Catholic  side  of  the  controversy,  that  the  Yalentinian 
school,  including  its  founder,  had  all  along  made  use  of  the 
whole  body  of  Christian  Scripture& 

It  may  be  said,  however,  that  this  impression  might  be 
perfectly  correct,  but  still,  if  the  il^ourth  Qospel  had  not 
appeared  or  been  accepted  in  the  time  of  Valentinus,  he  would 
have  failed  to  use  it,  and  this  failure  could  not  have  been 
made  a  reproach  against  him;  and  hence  the  fact  that  he 
did  not  use  the  Qospel  which  became  a  favourite  with  his 
followers  might  have  dropped  out  of  sight.  Whether  this  is 
probable  must  be  judged  from  the  view  which  the  Valentinians 
took  of  the  Qospel;  and  on  this  point  we  are  happily  not 
without  important  evidence. 

IrensBUS^  quotes  a  long  passage,  cnmw  \i(€<ri,  from  a 
Yalentinian  writer,  the  Qreek  of  which  has  been  preserved 
by  Epiphanius.'  The  Latin  translation  adds,  "  Et  Ptolemadus 
quidem  ita  " ;  and  though  this  clause  is  omitted  by  Epiphanius, 
there  seems  to  be  no  reason  for  doubting  its  genuineness  or 
accuracy.  This  extract  is  an  attempt  to  prove  that  the  Proem 
of  the  Fourth  Qospel  describes  the  first  Ogdoad,  and  it  begins 
with  the  words,  *I(0<m^  6  fiaOtrrii^  rod  Kvplov,  and  John  is 
again  referred  to  as  the  author  in  the  middle  of  the  passage, 
and  at  the  end.  Except  for  the  interpretation,  Ptolem»u8 
quotes  the  book  precisely  as  an  orthodox  teacher  would  have 
done.  There  is  no  sign  that  he  is  adapting  himself  to  the 
position  of  his  opponents,  but  he  apparently  accepts  the 
*  I.  viii.  5.  *  ffcBr.,  xxri.  27. 
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authorship  and  the  authority  of  the  Qospel  without  question. 
We  have,  however,  another  document  from  the  pen  of 
PtoIemcBus.  This  is  a  letter  to  a  lady,  whom  he  addresses  as 
'*  My  fair  sister  Flora/'  so  that  there  can  be  no  suspicion  of 
his  accommodating  himself  to  the  point  of  view  of  an  ad- 
versary. It  is  on  the  nature  and  origin  of  the  Mosaic  law ;  and 
though  it  is  quoted  by  Epiphanius^  to  exhibit  the  blasphemy 
and  folly  of  the  author,  it  contains,  along  with  some  question- 
able matter,  many  sensible  remarks.  It  deserves  notice  that 
he  undertakes  to  produce  his  proofs  "  from  the  words  of  our 
Saviour,  through  which  alone  it  is  possible  to  be  guided 
without  stumbling  to  the  apprehension  of  things,"  ^  and  that 
the  passages  which  he  cites  are  all  contained  in  our  Gospels. 
Not  far  from  the  beginning  he  says,  "  The  Apostle  affirms  that 
the  fabrication  of  the  cosmos  was  his  own  [i,e.  the  Saviour's], 
saying  that  all  things  were  made  through  him,  and  without 
him  was  nothing  made."'  Thus,  in  writing  to  a  friend,  he 
assumes  the  apostolic  origin  of  the  Fourth  Qospel,  and  assumes 
also  that  it  will  be  so  well  known  to  his  correspondent  that 
it  is  needless  to  specify  the  work,  or  to  say  what  apostle  he 
means.  From  this  passage,  too,  it  is  apparent  that  "John, 
the  disciple  of  the  Lord  "  in  the  previous  extract,  is  no  other 
than  the  son  of  Zebedee.  In  this  connection  we  may  notice 
an  expression  in  the  letter,^  ''  These  things  both  his  disciples 
and  the  Apostle  Paul  showed,"  clearly  indicating  that 
"disciple"  implied  a  closer  personal  relation  to  Christ  than 
"apostle."  Ptolemseus,  then,  is  entirely  at  one  with  the 
Catholic  tradition  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  origin  of  the 
Fourth  QospeL 
In  the  fragments  of  Heradeon  we  find  no  such  explicit 

*  JJocr.,  xxxiiL  3-7.  *  §  3»  «n<l- 

'  T^  r«v  K^ff/iov  Zuiuovpyiw  Hiw  \4yu  «7rai  {Art  ititrra  9c*  o^rov  ytyv^poi, 
ttai  x*P^'  alr9v  y4yop€v  ovUv)  6  i,w4ffro\os,  ir.r.A* 

•§6. 
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teetimony;  but  Origen  happens  to  have  preserved  one 
significant  line.  He  says  that  **  Heradeon  misapprehends, 
saying  that  'no  one  has  seen  God  at  any  time/  and  the 
following  words  have  been  spoken,  not  by  the  Baptist,  but  by 
the  disciple."^  We  cannot  doubt  that  the  "disciple"  means 
John  the  Apostle,  and  that  the  name  was  omitted  because  it 
was  common  to  him  and  the  Baptist.  There  is  an  exact 
parallel  in  Chrysostom,  who  maintains  that  the  ''clause  'of 
his  fulness  we  ail  received'  belongs  not  to  the  forerunner, 
but  to  the  disciple."  '  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Origen 
has  reported  the  exact  words  of  Heradeon,  for  he  makes  a 
copious  use  of  his  commentary;  and  it  follows  that  this 
distinguished  Onostic  accepted  the  current  ecdesiastical  view 
of  the  authorship  of  the  QospeL  But  this  is  not  alL  The 
fact  that  he  wtot&  an  elaborate  commentary  on  the  work 
shows  that  it  stood  high  in  his  estimation;  and  the  nature 
of  that  commentary  proves  that  he  regarded  it  as  Holy 
Scripture  in  the  highest  sense.  He  resorts  to  allegorical 
interpretation,  in  the  manner  applied  by  Philo  to  the  Old 
Testament,  and  attaches  a  divine  significance  to  its  simplest 
expressions. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  then,  that  the  western  school  of 
Valentinians  received  the  Qospel  as  the  Apostle  John's  with 
entire  conviction.  Can  the  same  be  said  of  the  eastern 
school? 

In  order  to  answer  this  question  we  must  turn  to  the 
"  Extracts  from  the  writings  of  Theodotus  and  the  so-called 
eastern  school,"  a  collection  of  Yalentinian  material  which  ia 
ascribed  to  Clement  of    Alexandria,  and  printed  with  his 

^  Zlpii^ai  •itK  Av^  rod  Btnmcrov  &XA*  imh  raS  fuBfiro9,  Oom»  in  Joan,, 
vi  2,  p.  177  Lorn. 

*  HofnU.  in  Joan.^  xiv.,  oft  tow  wpoZp4nov  4ar\  ^/io,  &^Ai  toS  fta9irrov. 
I  owe  the  reference  to  Gmbe,  ^^icUegium,  ii.  p.  236. 
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works.  Ln  sectioiiB  six  and  seven  is  oontained  an  interpreta- 
Uaa  given  by  the  followers  of  Valentinns  to  portions  of  the 
Proem  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  and  in  the  course  of  this  it  is 
stated  that  the  /Moyoyeyiff  is  such  only  within  the  pleroma,  but 
when  he  has  been  seen  here  "  he  is  no  longer  called  by  the 
Apostle  fiovoyemi^,  bnt  wf  fiovoyemif,  i6(a»  m  fiovoyevoS^, 
becanse  Jeeos,  being  one  and  the  same,  is  in  the  creation 
indeed  first*bom,  but  in  the  pleroma  only-begotten."  Again, 
in  section  forty-one  we  read,  ''The  Saviour  says  'let  your 
light  shine,'  .  .  .  concerning  which  an  Apostle  says,  'which 
lightens  every  man  coming  into  the  world.' "  ^  There  are  also 
several  other  citations  from  the  Gospel.'  Hence  we  learn  that 
an  apostolic  authorship  was  ascribed  to  the  book,  and  that  its 
words  were  scanned  with  the  most  minute  attention  as  sure 
indications  of  divine  truth.  There  is  no  reason  for  doubting 
that  the  Apostle  means  John,  as  no  other  apostle  is  ever 
mentioned  as  the  author ;  still  we  ought  to  observe  that  Luke's 
Gk)epel  also  is  ascribed  to  an  apostle,  showing  that  the  word 
was  still  used  with  something  of  its  ancient  latitude.* 

Now  the  unhesitating  acceptance  and  reverential  use  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel  as  Johannine,  or  at  least  as  apostolic,  by  two 
widely  separated  schools  among  the  successors  of  Valentinus, 
afford  a  strong  presumption  that  Tertullian  was  right  in 
saying  that  the  master  himself  used  **  the  whole  instrument." 
If  he  was  acquainted  with  the  Gospel,  and  deliberately  rejected 
it^  the  unanimity  of  his  followers  in  embracing  the  Catholic 
view  is  inexplicable,  except,  indeed,  on  the  supposition  that 

1  The  Qreek  in  Migne  has  *Awiirro\9t  without  an  article,  but  thia  may 
be  a  mere  error. 

*  See  §§  3,  9,  13,  18-19,  26,  45,  61,  65,  73. 

'  §  73,  **  Therefore  the  Lord  came  down  to  give  peace  to  those  from 
heaven,  not  to  those  from  earth,  as  the  Apostle  says,  '  Peace  on  the  earth, 
and  glory  in  the  highest'"  I  think  the  reference  is  not  to  Lake  ii  14, 
bat  to  xix.  38,  and  that  M  r^s  yfis  oaght  to  be  ^r  •*f«r^,  as  it  is  in  the 
second  passage  in  Lake,  for  this  suits  the  context  far  better. 

18 
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the  evidence  of  its  authorship  was  so  strong  that  they,  as 
honest  men,  could  not  deny  its  claims.  But  if  the  book  was 
not  published  tiU  after  the  time  of  Yalentinus,  his  disciples 
must  have  known  this,  and  surely,  either  in  the  east  or  in  the 
west,  must  have  looked  suspiciously  on  a  work  which  was 
unexpectedly  sprung  upon  the  world  fifty  or  sixty  years  after 
the  alleged  date  of  its  composition.  It  is  true  that  the  same 
difficulty  arises  in  connection  with  the  Catholic  writers,  and 
they  too  must  have  a^ccepb&i  as  one  of  the  early  documents 
of  their  religion  a  book  which  they  knew  was  first  published 
in  their  own  lifetime.  But  this  difficulty,  to  me  already 
insuperable,  becomes  much  more  formidable  when  we  find 
two  conflicting  parties  charged  with  the  same  error.  By  this 
time  the  Catholics  and  the  Qnostics  were  at  daggers  drawn. 
If  the  Catholics  were  credulous,  the  Qnostics  would  be 
suspicious;  if  the  Gnostics  boasted  that  they  had  found  an 
apostolic  authority  for  their  dogmas,  the  Catholics  would  have 
been  keen  in  following  the  traces  of  foi^ry.  I  think  the 
only  probable  explanation  of  the  facts  is  that  for  which  alone 
we  have  any  testimony,  namely,  that  the  Qospel  was  published 
and  accepted  as  John's  long  before  the  rise  of  the  Valentinian 
schools,  and  that  it  was  known  and  received  by  Yalentinus 
himself. 

We  have,  however,  one  other  witness  whom  we  must 
carefully  interrogate.  Hippolytus,  in  giving  an  account  of  the 
doctrines  of  Yalentinus,  has  the  following  passage : — "  AU  the 
prophets,  then,  and  the  law  spoke  from  the  demiurge,  a  foolish 
god,  he  says,^  foolish  men,  knowing  nothing.  Therefore,  says 
he,^  the  Saviour  says, 'all  that  have  come  before  me  are 
thieves  and  robbera'"'    Notwithstanding  the  slight  verbal 

*  A4ytu  ■  ♦inrf. 

^  lUf.,  vi.  35,  beginning.  ndrr§t  ol  wph  i/i^v  AnXvtf^ct  icX#vrat  koL  Ajy^roi 
cio-l     John  Z.  8  has  wdt^T^f  t^'oi  fkBw  wph  ifiw  xXiwrat  tMw  xui  kg^roL 
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alteration,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that  we  have  here 
a  quotation  from  the  Fourth  Qospel,  especially  when  we  take 
the  preceding  evidence  into  account.    This,  so  far  as  I  know, 
is  not  disputed;  and    the    only    question    is    whether    the 
quotation  occurred  in  the  writings  of  Valentinus  himself  or  in 
those  of  one  of  his  followers.    As  Hippolytus  does  not  specify 
the  book  which  he  had  before  him,  it  is  unwise  to  answer  this 
question  with  excessive  confidence.    Lipsius,  a  high  authority, 
however,  has    no  hesitation.     He    says,  ''Numerous   literal 
citations  are  inserted  from  the  original  authority  made  use  of 
— each  of  these  being  introduced  with  a  <l>ff<ri    Some  have 
thought  that  this  ^^er/  points  to  Valentinus  himself  as  the 
actual  speaker  from  whose  words  the  citation  is  made.     But 
it  is  evident  from  the  form  of  doctrine  propounded  in  the 
Philosophumena  that  this  is  impossible,  for  that  is  demon- 
strably a  younger  development  of  the  Italian  School"^    If 
this  statement  were  accompanied  by  the  evidence  on  which  it 
is  supposed  to  rest,  it  would  be  easier  to  form  a  judgment  of 
its  validity ;  but  as  it  is,  it  only  expresses  the  opinion  of  a 
careful  and  learned  inquirer.    It  would  be  a  difficult  and 
tedious  piece  of  work  to  draw  out,  in  the  order  of  historical 
dependence,  a  sketch  of  the  various  phases  of  Valentinian 
speculation ;  but  without  entering  on  so  large  a  task  we  may 
make  one  or  two  observations  which  may  help  to  guide  us  in 
our  present  inquiry.    First,  we  have  only  a  very  few  frag- 
ments from  the  pen  of  Valentinus   himself,  consisting    of 
extracts  from  letters  and  homilies,^  so  that  these  are  precluded 
both  by  their  scantiness  and  by  their  character  from  giving 
us    any    considerable    knowledge    of    his   system.    We  are 
therefore  without  any  first-hand  information  to  serve  as  a 
standard  of  judgment.    Secondly,  IrensBus,  in  a  very  short 

*  DicUoTumry  of  Chrittian  Biography^  iv.  p.  1085  6. 

*  These  may  be  seen  in  Stieren's  IrencBut,  i.  p.  909  sqq. 
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section,^  presents  what  he  evidently  regards  as  a  sommary  of 
Yalentmus'  own  doctrine,  as  distingaished  from  the  varying 
opinions  of  his  followers,  and  this  diflbrs  in  important  respects 
from  the  account  of  Hippolytoa  Bnt  we  have  seen  reason  to 
believe  that  Iren»Qs  was  not  acquainted  with  the  works  of 
Yalentinns;  and,  therefore,  if  Hippolytns,  in  describing  the 
theory  of  the  heresiarch,  contradicts  Irenasos,  whose  writings 
he  knew  and  freely  appropriated,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  he  does  so  because  he  possessed  more  authentic  informa- 
tion, lipsius  himself  treats  this  account  as  "  uncertain,"  and 
says  that  '^  if  in  these  short  and  meagre  notices  Iren»us  has 
made  use  of  some  older  authority  (possibly  that  of  Justin's 
Syntagma),  the  authority  itself  must  probably  have  con- 
founded the  doctrines  of  Valentinus  himself  with  the  later 
opinions  of  his  school"'  Thus  vanishes  every  appearance  of 
external  authority  whereby  to  check  the  statements  of 
Hippolytus.  Thirdly,  the  fact  that  this  or  that  doctrine 
belonged  to  the  Italian  school  does  not  prove  that  it  cannot 
have  emanated  from  the  founder;  for  it  was  in  Rome  that  he 
principally  taught,  and  some  of  his  views  must  have  been 
retained  by  his  western  successors.  And  lastly,  I  may  venture 
to  observe  that,  in  the  course  of  so  many  years  over  which 
his  activity  extended,  Valentinus  himself  may  have  developed 
and  modified  his  teaching,  so  that  even  correct  descriptions  of 
his  doctrine,  drawn  from  different  periods  of  his  life,  would 
not  be  in  all  respects  identical  or  consistent.  That  this  was 
really  so  there  is  some  indication  in  the  statement  of  Irenaaus, 
that  he  gave  sometimes  one,  sometimes  another,  and  sometimes 
a  third  account  of  the  origin  of  Jesus';  for  though  we  cannot 
rely  upon  the  details  in  this  section,  we  may  have  here  a 
genuine  reminiscence  of  the  uncertainty  and  variety  of  repre- 
sentation attending  some  features  of  the  original  scheme. 
*  I.  xi.  I.  *  L,e^  p.  1090.  '  L  xi.  i. 
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It  is  possible,  therefore,  after  all,  that  Hippolytus  may  have 
derived  his  exposition  from  Yalentinus,  and  it  is  necessary  to 
torn  to  his  pages  to  see  what  it  is  that  he  professes  to  do. 

It  is  his  avowed  intention^  as  stated  in  his  preface,  to  expose 
the  opinions  of  the  founders  of  the  heresies.  His  words  to 
this  effect  will  be  folly  quoted  when  we  treat  of  Basilides. 
In  introducing  the  section  on  Yalentinus,  after  finishing  that 
on  Simon  Magus,  he  says, ''  This,  then,  is  the  fable  according 
to  Simon,  from  which  Yalentinus,  having  started,  calls  it  by 
otiier  names.  For  ....  the  iEons  of  Yalentinus  are  con- 
fessedly the  six  roots  of  Simon.  But  since  we  think  we  have 
sufficiently  expounded  the  mythology  of  Simon,  let  us  see 
what  Yalentinus  also  says.  The  heresy  of  Yalentinus,  then,  is 
in  possession  of  a  F^hagorean  and  Platonic  basis."  There- 
fore, having  given  a  short  account  of  these  schools,  he  will 
"speak  also  of  the  doctrines  of  Yalentinus,"^  so  that  "the 
(^onions  of  Yalentinus"'  may  be  easily  recognized  by  juxta- 
position.^ Yalentinus  is  again  named  twice  in  the  next 
chapter  as  the  man  whose  opinions  are  to  be  exposed. 
Having  devoted  several  sections  to  the  Greek  philosophers, 
he  resumes  his  treatment  of  the  heresy  thus: — Such  is  ''the 
opinion  of  P^hagoras  and  Plato,  from  which  Yalentinus, 
having  coUected,  his  heresy,  and  not  from  the  Gbspels,  as  we 
shall  show,  would  justly  be  reckoned  a  Pythagorean  and 
Platonist,  not  a  Christian."^  The  evident  meaning  of  these 
words  cannot  be  explained  away  by  saying  that  Hippolytus, 
when  he  speaks  of  the  founder,  means  the  Yalentinians ;  for 
not  only  does  he  refer  more  than  once  to  differences  of  opinion 
within  the  sect,  but  he  divides  his  treatise  into  two  parts,  and 
expressly  separates  the  master  from  the  schooL  The  first  part 
closes  by  saying  that  ''the  opinions  of  Yalentinus  have  been 

^  Ti  20,  21.  *  §  29,  begimung. 
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sufficiently  stated/'  and  proposing  to  pass  on  to  the  varying 
dogmas  of  the  ''school/'^  At  the  oondusion  of  the  second 
part,  Hippolytus  has  not  forgotten  this  division  of  the  subject. 
These,  he  says,  are  the  things  alleged  by  "those  from  the 
school  of  Valentinus."  He  adds  a  very  important  statement. 
He  has  not  gone  into  their  scriptural  arguments,  because  their 
dogmas  have  been  already  laboriously  confuted  by  the  blessed 
elder  Irenadus,  from  whom  he  has  taken  his  account  of  their 
inventions,  showing  that  they  are  F^hagorean.'  This  proves 
that  Hippolytus  was  aware  that  his  master  Irenseus  reported 
the  opinions  of  the  school,  and  not  of  the  founder,  and  that  he 
knew  what  he  was  about  when  he  followed  him  so  copiously 
in  the  second  part,  and  adopted  an  entirely  independent 
exposition  in  the  first.  It  seems  clear,  then,  that  in  this  first 
part  he  believed  that  he  was  reporting  the  opinions  of 
Yalentinus  himself,  and  from  time  to  time  quoting  his  very 
worda  To  this  part,  accordingly,  we  must  turn,  and  examine 
some  of  its  features  a  little  more  closely. 

The  first  thing  that  strikes  us  is  that,  although  Yalentinus 
is  expressly  referred  to  a  few  times  in  the  course  of  the  ex- 
position,^ and  a  Psalm  of  his  is  referred  to  and  quoted,^ 
still  the  doctrines  are  very  largely  presented  in  the  form 
of  an  abridged  statement  by  Hippolytus  himself,  and  are 
ascribed  to  the  school,  as  is  shown  by  the  frequent  use  of  the 
plural.^  Moreover,  the  whole  account  begins  with  the  words, 
"  Yalentinus,  then,  and  Heracleon  and  Ptolemssus  and  all  the 

^  §  37)  ^^^  There  is  a  lacuna  in  the  text ;  bnt  the  sense  is  sufficiently 
clear.  «  §  55. 

'  P.  272,  line  82 ;  282,  28 ;  288,  45  ;  290,  72-3»  76,  79.  Duncker  and 
Schneidewin's  edition. 

♦  P.  290,  79-«5. 

»  P.  270,  29-47,  50 ;  272,  58,  85-6 ;  274,  89-92 ;  276^  26,  32-35,  52  ; 
278,  69  ;  280,  2,  3,  4  ;  282,  22,  23,  33,  39,  41,  47,  53  ;  286^  2-18  ;  288,  39, 
47  ;  290,  86.  That  is  twenty-three  times,  in  two  instances  extending  over 
considerable  passages. 
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school  of  these  men/'  and  the  plural  is  used  for  about  half  a 
page.      But  inwoven  with  the  description  are  a  number  of 
quotations,  marked  by  the  usual  ^ffo-l}    We  also  meet  with 
OeXei?  Xeyei,^  and  hrtKeyei^    From  these  phenomena  it  has  been 
inferred  that  Hippolytus  quotes  indiscriminately  any  member 
of  the  Valentinian  school,  and  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
attributing  the  citations  to  Valentinus  himself.    But  this  can 
hardly  be  accepted  as  a  reasonable  conclusion.    As  Hippolytus 
makes  a  dear  distinction  between  Valentinus  and  his  school, 
he  would  not  impute  to  the  founder  what  might  be  only  a 
later  development  of  his  doctrine ;  but  on  the  other  hand  he 
might  reasonably  extend  to  the  sect  the  great  leading  features 
of  the  founder's  theory.    A  large  body  of  the  master's  teach- 
ing must  have  remained  with  the  disciples;  else  they  could 
hardly  have  been  called  after  his  name;  and  in  presenting 
this,  Hippolytus  pauses  four  times  to  point  out  where  differ- 
ences of  opinion  arose.    He  starts  by  saying  that  the  whole 
school  agreed  in  thinking  that  the  apxv  of  all  things  was  a 
jAova^,  and  called  Trcmip]  but  they  were  divided  in  opinion 
as  to  whether  he  could  be  a  Father  without  having  a-iyii  as 
a  av^vyo^-    Hippolytus  leaves  them  to  fight  out  this  point 
among  themselves,  and,  expressing  his  own  preference  for  the 
Pjrthagorean  dpxnf  which  was  one  and  a^vyo^,  introduces  his 
first  quotation,  which  represents  the  Father  as  existing  alone, 
and  contains  nothing  about  the  question  on  which  the  school 
was  divided    It  uses,  however,  the  epithet  yovifiag,  which 
might  serve  very  well  as  a  starting-point  for  the  dispute. 
Here,  therefore,  we  seem  to  have  the  doctrine  in  its  primitive 
form,  which  lay  open  to  different  interpretations.    The  next 
two  points  of  difference,  relating  to  the  origin  of  the  88ons,^ 

1  P.  270,  47 ;  272,  53,  65  ;  274,  8,  13, 14  ;  276^  28  ;  280,  97,  I,  5,  8,  15  ; 
284,  62,  70,  72,  78,  81,  85  ;  286^  9  ;  288,  27.    In  all,  twenty  times. 

P.  280^  7.  *  P.  284,  77.  *  P.  286, 19.  «  P.  274,  89-91. 
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and  to  the  question  whether  the  Father  and  Silence  were 
included  in  the  thirty  leona,^  do  not  throw  any  light  upon 
the  subject.  The  fourth,  however,  is  of  great  importance,  for 
it  occurs  in  connection  with  the  quotation  which  contains  the 
passage  from  John.  The  quotation  is  one  ci  the  longest  in 
the  whole  account,  and  goes  on  to  speak  of  the  birth  of  Jesus 
through  Mary,  and  to  give  a  Gbostic  interpretation  of  the 
passage,  "The  Holy  Spirit  shall  come  upon  thee,"  eta  It 
concludes  by  saying  that  Jesus,  unlike  other  men,  was  bom 
not  only  from  the  Demiurge,  but  from  Wisdom  and  the 
Demiurge,  "  in  order  that  the  Demiurge  may  effect  the  mould- 
ing and  preparation  of  his  body,  but  the  Holy  Spirit  may 
furnish  his  essence,'  and  he  may  become  a  heavenly  Logos, 
bcnm  from  the  Ogdoad  through  Mary."  Hence  arose  the 
division  between  the  Italian  and  the  Eastern  school,  the 
former  saying  that  the  body  of  Jesus  was  psychical,  the 
latter  that  it  was  spiritual  The  westerns  appealed  to  the 
descent  of  the  Spirit  at  the  baptism ;  those  in  the  east  said 
that  the  demiurgic  art  only  moulded  what  was  given  by  the 
Spirit  to  Mary.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  latter  argument 
looks  like  an  attempt  to  interpret  the  dosing  and  rather 
ambiguous  words  of  the  quotation.  The  quotation  itsdf 
gives  no  decision  on  the  point  in  dispute ;  and  therefore  we 
may  fairly  conclude  that  it  is  taken  from  a  work  which  was 
composed  before  the  disruption  into  eastern  and  western. 

Two  or  three  minor  pointe  call  for  a  moment's  attention* 
One  of  the  instances  of  the  use  of  ft>tia'l  occurs  in  the  state- 
ment about  the  Itelian  school  to  which  we  have  just  referred. 
The  quotetion  here  cannot  be  from  Yalentinus,  but  may  be 
taken  from  Heradeon  or  Ftolem»us,  who  have  just  been 
mentioned.  In  the  beginning  of  §  37,  ''the  heresy  of 
Valentinus,"  and  ''the  opinions  held  by  them,"  are  placed 

*  P«  V^  32-35.  *  l^i'  •ft^W  a*Tow. 
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within  two  lines  of  one  another,  as  though  the  former  phrase 
indnded  the  latter.  The  quotation  from  the  Psabn  of 
Vatentinns  is  followed  by  an  exposition  ''  according  to  them," 
showing  that  the  disciples  respected  and  commented  on  the 
words  of  the  master.^  I  have  noticed,  lastly,  one  interesting 
little  indication  that  words  attributed  to  the  school  by 
Hippolytus  were  really  used  by  Yalentinus.  Hippolytus  says, 
"  This  material  man  is,  as  it  were,  according  to  them,  an  inn 
or  dwelling-place'  sometimes  of  soul  alone,  sometimes  of 
soul  and  demons,"  etc^  Clement  of  Alexandria^  quotes  from 
a  letter  of  Yalentinus,  in  which  he  says,  "  The  heart  appears 
to  me  to  be  affected  somewhat  like  an  inn  (iravSoxsiv)''  which 
often  has  careless  and  dirty  men  in  it;  ''so  also  is  the 
heart,  .  .  .  being  impure,  being  a  dwelling  (oiKirniptov)  of 
many  demons."  Naturally  the  connection  is  quite  different ; 
but  the  resemblance  of  the  figure  and  the  identity  of  the 
words  are  striking. 

I  am  therefore  unable  to  assent  to  the  dictum  that  "it  is 
quite  arbitrary  to  fasten  this  quotation  from  the  Fourth 
Qospel  upon  Yalentmus  in  particular,  as  distinguished  from 
Heradeon  and  PtolemsBUS."^  As  Dr  Martineau  does  not 
state  or  discuss  the  evidence  for  this  statement,  we  cannot 
teU  whether  his  judgment  was  founded  on  a  consideration  of 
the  whole  of  the  evidence  or  not.  For  my  part,  I  think  that, 
while  there  is  always  a  possibility  of  error  in  such  cases,  the 
evidence,  when  fairly  weighed,  indicates  that  the  quotation  is 
from  Yalentinus.  This  result  is  only  confirmatory  of  previous 
probabilities,  so  that  on  a  survey  of  the  whole  investigation  I 
think  we  must  conclude  that  it  is  decidedly  more  likely  than 
not  that  the  founder  of  the  Yalentinian  school  made  use  of 
our  Gospel. 

1  §  37,  near  end.  *  ncvSoxciM'  4  icvrounrHiputv, 

»  P%  284,  SSm*      .  *  Sh"^.,  ii„  p.  488  jgr.      »  S^tU  ofA^UhorUy,  p.  197. 
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Dr  Martineau/  however,  produces  what  he  evidently  regards 
as  a  pretty  conclusive  proof  that  ValentinuB  was  unacquainted 
with  the  QospeL    That  I  may  not  do  any  injustice  to  it,  I 
must  quote  it  in  full.    "In  the  account  of  his  system  by 
Irenffius,'  and  of  the  passages  of  scripture  adduced  in  its 
support,  we  find  only  texts  from  the  Old  Testament,  from  the 
synoptics,  from  Paul,  tortured  into  applications  which  they 
will  not  bear;  while  not  a  single  Johannine  text  presents 
itself,  though  to  every  reader  the  most  apposite  quotations 
must  occur,  as  lying  right  in  the  way,  as  at  once  supplying 
a  good  argument  and  sparing  a  bad  one.    Thus,  in  support  of 
the  position  that  before  Christ  no   man    had    known    the 
supreme  Qod,  the  irresistible  appeal  is  not  made  to  John  i.  i8, 
'  No  man  has  seen  God  at  any  time ;  the  only-begotten  Son, 
who  is  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  he  has  revealed  him.' 
This  silence  becomes  the  more  striking  when  we  turn  to  an 
appendix  in  which  IrenaBUs  reports  the   later   Yalentinian 
exposition  given  by  PtolemsBus;  for  here,  at  last,  we  meet 
with  the  Johannine  texts  which  we  so  strangely  miss  in  a 
system  which  moves  among  aeons  named    'Logos,'    'Only- 
begotten,'  'life,'  'Grace,'  and  'Truth.'    The  natural  inference 
would  be  that  the  master  had  not  yet  seen  the  book  in  which 
the  disciple  found  a  welcome  ally." 

Dr  Martineau  seems  here  to  have  fallen  inadvertently  into 
some  inaccuracies,  probably  from  want  of  sufficient  attention 
to  the  general  scope  and  context  of  the  passage.  In  the  first 
place,  Irensdus,  as  we  have  seen,  professes  to  deal  with  the 
school  of  Ptolemadusi  and  makes  no  pretence  of  being 
acquainted  with  the  writings  of  Yalentinus  himself;  and 
therefore,  in  all  probability,  the  Scripture  quotations  in  the 
passage  referred  to  are  all  taken  from  members  of  the  school 
who  confessedly  acknowledged  the  Fourth  Gospel  There  is 
^  Sfot  of  AviOunitfy^  p.  196  fg«  *  Ad/v^  Hwr^y  i.  8,  1-44. 
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not  a  shadow  of  reason  for  ascribing  them  to  Valentinus, 
except  so  far  as  he  may  be  represented  by  his  disciples. 
Secondly,  the  sections  referred  to  are  not  even  oocapied 
with  an  account  of  the  general  system,  for  that  has  been 
jost  completed,  but  are  devoted  to  an  exposure  of  the  false 
and  arbitrary  interpretations  of  Scripture  to  which  the  sect 
had  recourse;  and  Irenffius  throws  together  a  number  of 
miscellaneous  examples,  no  doubt  selecting  those  that  appeared 
to  him  peculiarly  absurd.  To  have  inserted  among  these  any 
texts  that  would  have  supplied  a  good  argument  and  spared  a 
bad  one  would  only  have  proved  that  Irenffius  did  know  what 
he  was  about,  for  his  avowed  object  is  to  produce  bad  ones. 
Thirdly,  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  a  Johannine  text  does 
not  present  itself.  It  is  said  that  the  passions  of  Achamoth 
are  indicated  by  sayings  of  the  Lord :  grief,  by  ''  my  soul  is 
exceeding  sorrowful " ;  fear,  by  "  Father,  if  it  be  possible,  let 
the  cup  pass  from  me  " ;  perplexity,  by  "  koi  t/  enr«,  ovk  oUa.' 
The  last  words  may  be  a  reminiscence  of  Jn.  xii.  27,  where 
the  former  clause  occurs,  the  ovk  dlSa  being  added  either  from 
mistaken  recollection  or  from  a  deliberate  intention  of  making 
the  sense  clear  when  the  words  were  detached  from  their 
context.  It  would  hardly  be  safe  to  adduce  this  tiny 
quotation  as  proving  that  the  Qospel  was  used;  but  it  at 
least  might  give  pause  to  an  unqualified  assertion  in  the 
negative.  Fourthly,  the  quotation  from  Ptolem»us  is  not  in 
an  appendix  at  all,  but  is  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  passage. 
There  is  no  sort  of  indication  that  Irensdus  is  passing  on  to 
later  writera  All  the  previous  exposition  has  been  accom- 
panied by  plurals,  \eyov(rh  4^curKov(ri,  etc ;  and  precisely  the 
same  construction  is  kept  up,  although  he  is  introducing 
a  long  quotation  from  a  particular  author, — StSaa-Kova-i  .  .  . 
Xeyovr€9  aSrw^.  It  is  not  till  the  end  of  the  quotation  that 
Ptolem»us  is  mentioned,  and  then  only  in  the  Latin,  so  that 
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possiUy  the  ref erenoe  to  him  may  be  a  note  by  the 
translator.  This  interpretation  of  the  Proem  of  the  Foorth 
Goqwl  comes  indeed  at  the  end  of  the  list  of  illostratioiis,  and 
this,  I  suppose,  mnst  be  the  reason  why  Dr  Martineau  calls  it 
an  appendix.  But  there  is  ample  reason  for  this  arrangement. 
The  other  expositions,  occupying  in  all  rather  more  than  two 
pages,  are  very  brief,  and  are  not  given  as  formal  quotations. 
Bui  the  interpretation  of  the  Proem  is  of  quite  a  diff»ent 
kind.  It  is  long,  covering  about  a  page  and  a  half,  and  it  is 
regularly  quoted ;  and  therefore  it  was  naturally  kept  separate 
from  the  rest  There  was  yet  another  reason  for  keeping  it 
in  reserve.  IrensBUS  thought  it  was  worth  refuting,  and 
immediately  proceeds  with  his  refutation  in  the  following 
chapter.  Dr  Martineau's  argument,  therefore,  seems  to  have 
no  basis  whatever  in  the  real  facts  of  the  case.  Accordingly, 
all  our  evidence  is  on  one  side,  and  is  entitled  to  control  our 
judgment  until  fresh  evidence  is  produced. 

Before  we  leave  the  Valentinians  one  other  observation 
deserves  notice.  Dr  Martineau,  who  of  course  fully  admits 
that  the  Qospel  was  used  by  the  school,  says,^  ''Yet,  while 
they  used  the  book,  it  is  surprising  how  little  its  historical 
authority  seems  to  have  weighed  with  them ;  for  in  the  face  of 
its  obvious  chronology  and  plainest  narrative,  they  attributed 
to  the  ministry  of  Jesus  a  duration  of  only  a  year,  and 
taught  that  he  lived  on  earth  eighteen  months  after  his 
resurrection." '  We  have  seen  that  the  belief  in  the  one  year's 
ministry  was  not  confined  to  Gnostics,  and  the  fancy  that 
Christ  lived  with  his  disciples  for  eighteen  months  after  his 
resurrection  is  as  much  opposed  to  the  Synoptics  as  to  John. 
The  system  of  allegorical  interpretation  disposed  of  all  diffi- 
culties; and  if  even  in  the  Catholic  Church  the  Gospel  was 

1  8&(U  of  Authority^  p.  196. 

*  Th«8e  beliefs  are  attested  by  Ireneus,  l  iii.  2,  3. 
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looked  upon  as  spiritual  rather  than  corporeal,  we  may  well 
suppose  that  among  the  Valentinians  it  was  regarded  rather 
as  a  philosophical  allegory  than  as  literal  history.  But  this 
would  be  far  from  implying  that  they  thought  less  of  it,  or 
failed  to  ascribe  to  it  an  apostolic  authority. 
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CHAPTER  IX 

MABCION 

From  Valentinus  we  turn  to  his  contemporary  Marcion.  It 
is  said  that  Marcion  was  bom  at  Sinope,  in  Pontns,  where  his 
father  was  bishop  ^ ;  and  if  this  be  true,  he  must  have  been 
acquainted  with  Christianity  from  his  earliest  yeara  The 
dates  of  the  several  incidents  in  his  life  cannot  be  determined 
with  certainty ;  but  the  most  important  fact  for  us  at  present 
is  that  he  had  become  widely  known  as  a  teacher  of  heresy 
before  Justin  Martyr  wrote  his  greater  Apology.'  This 
Apology,  as  we  have  seen,  was  most  probably  written  soon 
after  150  a.d.,^  and  we  must  place  the  beginning  of  Mardon's 
activity  at  least  a  few  years  earlier.  We  cannot  expect  to 
find  any  evidence  that  Marcion  made  use  of  our  Fourth 
Qospel,  for  the  complaint  against  him  is  that  he  acknow- 
ledged only  the  Qospel  according  to  Luke,  which  he  mutilated 
in  order  to  bring  it  into  agreement  with  his  own  doctrines. 
Irenaeus  intimates  that  this  procedure  was  defended  on  the 
plea  that  the  apostles  had  preached  the  Gospel  while  they 

^  Epiphanius,  Har^  zlii  i. 

'  See  §  26,  where  it  is  said  that  he  has  inflaenced  many  '^in  eveiy  race 
of  men"  ;  and  §  58,  where  he  is  descrihed  as  **  even  now  teaching." 

'  For  the  question  of  the  dates  of  Jostin's  works,  see,  besides  Semisch, 
Jwbm  Martyr^  and  Otto,  De  JwUni  Martyru  ScripUt  et  Doctrina,  the 
elaborate  articles  by  Volkmar  and  Hort,  and  other  evidence,  referred  to  in 
the  chapter  on  Justin  Martyr,  p.  85  tg. 

986 
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still  entertained  Jewish  sentiments;^  and  Tertnllian  tells  us 
that  Marcion  made  use  of  the  passage  in  Galatians  in  which 
Paul  rebukes  "  apostles  themselves  "  as  not  walking  uprightly 
according  to  the  truth  of  the  Gospel,  to  destroy  the  authority 
of  the  "  Gospels  which  are  published  as  genuine  and  under  the 
name  of  apostles,  or  even  of  apostolic  men,  in  order  to  confer 
upon  his  own  the  credit  which  he  takes  away  from  them/'  ^ 
and  his  followers  argued  on  the  same  ground  that  their 
master  had  not  so  much  introduced  a  new  rule  by  the  separa- 
tion of  law  and  Gospel  as  reformed  one  that  had  been 
adulterated.'  From  these  statements  it  may  be  plausibly 
argued  that  Marcion  must  have  known  certain  Gospels  which 
he  believed  to  be  of  apostolical  origin,  and  that  John  is  the 
only  one  of  our  four  to  which  the  argument  is  immediately 
applicable,  Peter,  James,  and  John  being  the  only  apostles 
mentioned  in  Galatians,  though  probably  Mark,  which  was 
looked  upon  as  virtually  Peter's,  might  also  be  aimed  at.  I 
think,  however,  that  this  argument  cannot  be  pressed.  I 
cannot,  indeed,  suppose  that  Tertullian  "  knew  nothing  about 
it,"^  for  his  whole  treatise  against  Marcion  seems  to  indicate 
familiarity  with  the  heretic's  works ;  but  he  is  not  sufficiently 
explicit  for  our  purpose.  We  cannot  doubt  that  he  is  correct 
in  saying  that  Marcion  "  selected  Luke,"  ^  and  rejected  some 
other  Gospels,  and,  in  justification  of  his  conduct,  appealed  to 
the  passage  in  Galatians;  but  then  the  argument  from  this 
passage  would  be  satisfied  if  only  Matthew  and  Mark  were 
in  question,  for  the  point  is  that  Paul  rebuked,  not  three 
specified  men,  but  apostles.  This  would  afford  a  plea  for 
setting  aside  whatever  proceeded  directly  or  indirectly  from 
the  Twelve.    And  here  we  have  the  ground  for  the  selection 

1  m.  xii.  12.  *  Adv.  Mourc^  iv.  3. 

»  Id.,  i.  20.    See  also  v.  3,  and  De  PrcBsor.,  23. 

^  Dr  Martineaii,  £^00^  0/  AtUhorUy^  p.  198.  ^  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  2. 
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of  Lake ;  not  merely  that  its  contents  were  more  suitable,  for 
these  had  to  be  purged  of  their  Judaic  elements,  but  that  it 
was  written  under  the  authority  of  Paul,  and  not  of  the 
primitive  apostle& 

Another  passage  is  also  appealed  to,  in  which  Tertullian 
says,  "  If  you  had  not  purposely  rejected  some,  and  corrupted 
others  of  the  Scriptures  which  contradict  your  opinion,' the 
gospel  of  John  would  have  refuted  you  in  this  case,  preaching 
that  the  Spirit  in  the  body  of  a  dove  came  down  and  settled 
on  the  Lord."^  Dr  Abbot  and  Dr  MartLneau,  while  taking 
opposite  views  of  the  value  of  this  testimony,  both  assume 
without  hesitation  that  "evangelium  Johanms"  denotes  our 
Fourth  Gospel.^  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  this  is  an  error, 
and  that  what  is  really  meant  is  the  passage  in  Luke  about 
the  preaching  of  the  Baptist.  It  is  Luke  alone  that  speaks 
of  the  "bodily  shape"  of  the  Spirit  Marcion  altogether 
'  rejected '  some  Qospels  which  related  the  preaching  of  John, 
and  'corrupted'  Luke  by  omitting  this  portion  of  the 
narrative.  The  practice  of  breaking  off  the  quotation  in 
the  middle,  at  the  words  "would  have  refuted  you,"  has 
concealed  what  I  believe  to  be  the  true  interpretation. 

These  remarks  prepare  us  to  estimate  the  force  of  an 
argument  that  Marcion  was  unacquainted  with  the  Fourth 
QospeL  Dr  Martineau  asks:  "Who  can  believe  that,  with 
his  anti-Judaic  design  to  construe  Christianity  into  a 
universal  religion,  Marcion  would  have  taken  Luke  as  his 
text-book,  if  the  next  Gospel  had  been  ready  to  his  hand? 
It  would  have  saved  him  a  large  proportion  of  the  trouble 
and  odium  he  incurred  in  making  a  cfynoptic  speak  sufficiently 
like  Paul,  and  supplied  him  with  many  a  formula  weightier 

1  De  Game  Ohnai^  3. 

*  Ths  Authorsh/ip  of  du  Fowrth  Qotpd^  p.  81 ;  The  Seat  of  AuUwri^^ 
p.  198. 
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than  his  own  for  the  expression  of  some  favourite  ideaa"^ 
This  criticism  is  surely  made  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
Tubingen  school,  and  not  of  the  ancient  ChurcL  It  was  the 
traditional  belief  that  Luke's  was  the  Pauline  Gospel  This 
alone  would  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  its  adoption  by  Marcion ; 
and  his  acceptance  of  the  current  opinion  would  explain  his 
conviction  that  the  Gospel  had  not  come  down  in  its  original 
form,  but  had  been  "interpolated  by  the  defenders  of 
Judaism."^  Again,  if  the  Fourth  Gk)6pel  was  in  existence, 
and  ascribed  to  the  apostle  John,  its  reputed  authorship  alone 
supplied  an  adequate  ground  for  its  rejection,  for  was  not 
John  a  pillar  among  the  Judaic  twelve  ?  But  in  addition  to 
this,  the  contents  would  appear  to  a  Marcionite  to  correspond 
with  the  authorship.  The  most  obvious  and  characteristic 
doctrine  of  the  Gospel  is  that  ''  the  Word  was  made  flesh " ; 
and  this  is  in  fundamental  opposition  to  Marcion,  who  denied 
the  reality  of  Christ's  body.  The  Gospel  taught  that  the 
Word  came  to  "its  own,"  evidently  meaning  the  Jewish 
race';  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ,  of  whom  Moses  wrote, 
and  whom  the  Prophets  foretold;  that  salvation  was  from 
the  Jews ;  that  Jesus  called  the  Temple  "  my  Father's  house  " ; 
that  it  was  necessary  to  eat  the  flesh  of  Jesus,  and  drink  his 
blood;  and  that  blood  and  water  flowed  from  his  wounded 
side — and  all  these  were  quite  inconsistent  with  the  heresy  of 
Marcion.  It  would  have  been  necessary,  then,  to  cut  away 
from  this  Gospel  several  of  its  most  marked  features.  But 
there  was  no  ground,  as  in  the  case  of  Luke,  for  doing  so ; 
for  as  John  was  a  Judaic  apostle,  the  Judaic  parts  of  the 

^  Seat  of  Authority,  pp.  198  ig.  This  argument  ia  also  lelied  apon  bj* 
B^Tille,  Le  qvat.  Svang,,  P*  7I9  i^ote. 

*  Tertollian,  Adv.  Marc,  !▼.  4. 

'  Schtirer,  however,  thinks  it  dearly  refers  to  the  cosmos  {Thsol,  LUeratun,^ 
Jan.  9,  1886).  I  cannot  accept  this  view ;  and  at  all  events  Marcion  may 
have  understood  it  as  referring  to  the  Jews. 
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Qospel  muflt  have  been  genuine,  and  were  sufficient  to  condemn 
the  whole  work.  This  argnment,  then,  appears  to  me  to  be 
destitate  of  force. 

Dr  Martineau,  however,  has  a  farther  argoment.  He  says, 
"  It  is  the  less  likely  that  Mardon's  disregard  of  the  Fonrth 
Gospel  was  intentional,  because  from  Hippolytus  we  learn 
that  his  follower  ApeUes  already  used  it,  and  from  Qrigen 
that  passages  of  it  were  cited  by  later  Marcionites."  Farther 
on,  Dr  Martineaa  seems  to  place  the  Valentinians  and  the 
Mardonites  on  precisely  the  same  level  in  this  respect,  in  each 
case  the  disciples  using  a  book  which  was  not  in  the  hands  of 
the  master.^  I  think  this  hardly  gives  a  correct  impressian 
of  the  facts.  Irenaeus  expressly  says  that  the  disciples  aa 
well  as  Mardon  himself  rejected  all  the  Qospels  but  that 
according  to  Luke' ;  so  that  it  cannot  be  pretended  that  the 
school  gladly  adopted  a  Qospel  which  was  unknown  to  the 
founder.  For  the  latter  supposition  I  do  not  know  that  there 
exists  a  partide  of  direct  evidence.  But  then,  what  of  Apelles 
and  of  the  statements  of  Origen?  ApeUes,  according  to 
Tertullian,  was  ''a  disdple  and  afterwards  a  deserter"  of 
Mardon,  and  in  this  respect  occupies  the  same  position 
as  Valentinus,  "his  feUow-disdple  and  fellow-deserter."* 
According  to  Origen,  he  was  a  disdple^  of  Mardon,  who 
"became  the  father  of  a  certain  heresy,"'^  or,  as  the  same 
writer  says  elsewhere,  ''a  disdple  indeed  of  Mardon,  but 
rather  the  inventor  of  another  heresy  than  the  one  which  he 
received  from  his  master."^  Epiphanius  gives  a  similar 
account,  saying  that  he  armed  himself  against  his  own 
teacher  as  well  as  against  truth.'    He  is  therefore  not  a 

^  P.  208.  *  m.  xiL  12,  **  liarcion  et  qui  ab  eo  Bant." 

*  De  OaarM  CkriiU^  L  *  Or,  acquaintance,  Tr^pifMf. 

*  CkmL  CUa,  v.  54,  p.  269  Lorn.  *  Horn,  ta  Otn,^  ii.  2,  Latin. 
^  fliwr.,  xliv.  I. 
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proper  representative  of  the  Marcionite  schooL  One  im- 
portant characteristic  of  his  system  is  his  rejection  of 
Macdon's  docetism,  and  his  doctrine  that  Christ  had  real 
flesh,  which,  however,  was  not  derived  from  the  Virgin  or 
human  descent,  but  gathered  together  for  himself  from  the  four 
dements.^  This  doctrine  would  remove  one  cause  of  offence 
from  the  Fourth  Gospel;  and  if  ApeUes  really  admitted  its 
authority,  he  may  have  deliberately  departed  in  this  as  in 
other  respects  from  the  opinion  of  his  former  teacher.  But 
in  fact  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  did  acknowledge  its 
authority.  The  only  proof  that  he  used  it,  so  far  as  I  know» 
is  the  statement  of  Hippolytus  '  that  he  admitted  that  Christ 
rose  and  appeM*ed  to  his  disciples,  and  showed  them  the  marks 
of  the  nails  and  of  his  side.  Though  this  statement  is  not 
established  by  a  quotation,  we  may  accept  it  as  oon^ct ;  but 
ii  proves  no  more  than  that  Apelles  borrowed  from  the  Fourth 
Gospel  a  fact  which  fell  in  with  his  system,  and  does  not 
warrant  us  in  supposing  that  he  accepted  the  Gospel  as  a 
whole.  The  truth  is,  instead  of  having  a  canon  of  his  own, 
like  Mansion,  he  gave  the  advice  to  make  use  of  every 
Scripture,  and  select  what  was  useful,  saying  that  the  Saviour 
had  shown  what  things  in  Scripture  had  been  spoken  from 
himself,  and  what  from  the  demiurge,'  and  Hippolytus  assures 
us  that  "  of  the  Gospels  or  the  Apostle  he  chooses  what  pleases 
him."^  Such  use,  then,  as  he  made  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  was 
part  of  a  general  plan,  in  which  he  differed  from  Marcion,  and 
consequently  the  argument  founded  on  the  single  reference 
to  it  which  we  are  told  that  he  made  falls  to  the  ground. 

This  account  of  Apelles  will  enable  us  to  form  a  just 
estimate  of  the  passages  in  Origen  which  are  regarded  by 
Dr  Martineau  as  referring  to  Marcionites.    Dr  Martineau  has 

1  Epiph.,  ib^%2;  HippoL,  Bef,^  vii.  38  and  x.  20.  •  vii.  38. 

«  Epiphaniofl,  %b.,  §§  2  and  5.  *  vii  38. 
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not  given  the  references  to  these  passages  in  his  work,  but 
kindly  oommunicated  them  to  me  by  letter.  He  appeals 
first  to  De  Frincipiia,  IL  iv.  i,  where  Origen  gives  "  a  definite 
statement  of  the  class  of  heretics  whom  he  is  about  to  face, 
evidently  Marcionites."  The  men  whom  Origen  proposes  to 
confute  are  described  as  ''those  who  think  that  the  Father 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  another  Qod,  beside  him  who 
gave  the  answers  of  the  law  to  Moses,  or  sent  the  prophets, 
who  is  the  Ood  of  the  fathers,  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob." 
Now,  this  doctrine  was  a  common  feature  of  Gnosticism,  and 
therefore  affords  no  reason  for  supposing  that  Origen  had 
Marcionites  alone  in  view.  Accordingly  he  quotes  indiscrimi- 
nately from  the  Scriptures,  including  Acts  and  2  Timothy, 
which,  like  the  Fourth  Gospel,  did  not  belong  to  the  Mar- 
cionite  canon.  When,  therefore,  in  §  3  he  says  that  the 
"maintainers  of  this  heresy"  rely  upon  the  verse,  "No  one 
has  seen  God  at  any  time,"  ^  whereas  the  God  of  Moses  was 
seen  by  him,  and  before  him  by  the  fathers,  we  cannot  justly 
infer  that  this  text  was  accepted  as  authoritative  by  the 
disciples  of  Marcion.  The  following  section,  in  which  the 
"good  God "  of  the  New  Testament  is  distinguished  from  the 
"just  God"  of  the  Old,  is  more  to  the  point;  for  though  the 
Gnostics  generally  believed  that  the  God  of  the  Old  Testament 
was  inferior  to  the  God  of  the  New,  this  was  a  peculiarly 
Marcionite  way  of  expressing  the  difference.  As  it  happens, 
however,  the  men  who  upheld  this  opinion  are  not  said  to 
have  quoted  the  Fourth  Gospel,  their  favourite  text  being 
that  no  one  is  good  but  one,  God  the  Father.'  Origen  neverthe- 
less quotes  the  Gospel  against  them,  without  any  intimation 
that  they  did  not  accept  it:  "Just  Father,  the  world  did 
not  know  thee."  '    But  he  also  quotes  i  Peter,^  and  throughout 

1  John  i.  18.  *  ▼.  I,  p.  176  ;  S  4,  P- 183. 

«  John  xvii.  25  ;  §  4,  p.  184.  *  §  3i  P-  i3o. 
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the  discussion  there  is  no  aUusion  to  the  Mareionite  treatment 
of  the  canon.  At  the  beginning  he  refers,  not  to  the  priric^s, 
but  to  the  principes  istius  hcereais,  showing  that  he  intends 
to  refute  a  particular  heretical  doctrine,  which  appeared  in 
different  forms  in  several  sects,  and  not  to  confine  his  remarks 
to  a  single  sect.  This  view  is  confirmed  by  his  statement  in 
Book  IV.^  that  of  re  airo  t&v  alpia-etav  supposed  that  the 
Scriptures  of  the  Old  Testament  belonged  to  the  "demiurge, 
whom  Jews  worship,  as  the  demiurge  was  imperfect  and  not 
good."*  We  must  add  that  Apelles  and  his  followers  were 
likely  to  retain  the  distinction  between  the  just  and  the  good 
God,  and  may  have  helped  to  spread  Mareionite  phraseology 
beyond  the  limits  of  a  single  school.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
Origen  is  purposely  vague,  and  that  if  he  had  intended  to 
confine  his  attack  to  the  followers  of  Marcion,  he  would  have 
said  so  expressly,  instead  of  speaking  in  such  general  terms. 

Dr  Martineau  also  refers  to  the  C(yni7aenta/ni  in  Eva/nA 
gdiv/m  Joannis,  xix.  §  i,  where  the  words  are  under  con- 
sideration, "Jesus  answered.  Ye  know  neither  me  nor  my 
Father;  if  ye  knew  me,  ye  would  know  my  Father  also."* 
Origen  tells  us  that  the  erepoSoioi  are  of  opinion  that  this 
clearly  proves  that  the  God  whom  the  Jews  worshipped  was 
not  the  Father  of  Christ.^  But,  as  we  have  seen,  this  view 
was  not  distinctive  of  the  Marcionite&  There  is  nothing  in 
the  passage  to  prove  that  Origen  had  them  in  mind ;  and  the 
loose  term,  "the  heterodox,"  which  is  repeated  more  than 
once,*  suggests  a  wider  reference. 

Finally,  Dr  Martineau  appeals  to  a  curious  passage  in  the 
Homilies  on  Luke.^  In  commenting  on  the  popular  thought 
that  perhaps  John  the  Baptist  himself  was  Christ,  the  writer 
points  out  the  danger  of  an  excessive  love,  and  says :  "  Certain 

1  §  8,  p.  497.  *  oifit  kyaBou,  '  John  viiL  19. 

*  P.  139.  •  Pp.  140,  145.  •  XXV.,  pp.  181  9q. 
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persoiiB  have  broken  out  into  such  audacity  of  affeetaon  as  to 
invent  new  and  unheard-of  monstroeitieB  about  PauL  For 
some  say  that  what  has  been  written,  'to  sit  on  the  right 
hand  and  the  left  hand  of  the  Saviour/  w9b  spoken  of  Paul 
and  of  Mardon:  that  Paul  should  sit  on  the  right  hand, 
Mardon  should  sit  on  the  left.  Moreover  others,  reading, '  I 
will  send  you  an  Advocate,  the  Spirit  of  truth,'  do  not  wish 
to  understand  a  third  person  from  the  Father  and  the  Son, 
and  a  divine  and  exalted  nature,  but  the  apostle  Paul."  We 
cannot  doubt  that  the  supporters  of  the  former  opinion  were 
Marcionites ;  but  the  text  to  which  they  refer  is  not  in  the 
Fourth  Gospel  I  see  no  reason  for  believing  that  the 
"others,'"  who  do  appeal  to  the  Gospel,  belonged  to  the  same 
sect 

The  evidence  from  Origen,  therefore,  is,  to  say  the  least, 
very  precarious,  and  is  widely  different  from  an  expreaa 
statement  on  his  part  that  the  later  Marcionites  had  received 
the  Fourth  Gospel  into  their  canon.  It  does  not  appear  to 
me  in  the  least  to  bear  out  the  contention  that  the  Marcionites 
gladly  adopted  a  Gospel  which  was  unknown,  but  would  have 
been  welcome,  to  their  master.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is 
distinct  testimony  that  they  did  not  do  so  in  the  Dialogus  de 
recta  i/n  Devmi  Fide^  which  is  printed  among  the  works  of 
Origen,  but  belongs  to  a  later  time.^  Adamantius  quotes  tiie 
words  relating  to  Lazarus,  iroO  rS^Kam  cArov ;  the  Marcionite 
immediately  replies,  Ov  yiypam-ai  iv  r^  tjjuLeripaif  eiayY^Itp, 
thus  clearly  showing  that  the  sect  did  not  acknowledge  the 
authority  of  the  Fourth  Gospel ' ;  and  indeed  he  has  already 
insisted  that  there  is  only  one  Gospel,  and  not  four,  as  the 

^  About  300  A-D.,  though  it  seems  to  have  undeigone  tome  levinoa 
afterwards.  See  the  edition  by  Van  de  Sande  Bakhaysen,  1901,  EMnhmg^ 
pp.  xTi  and  xiz. 

*  Sect  I.,  p.  279  Lorn. ;  p.  36  in  Van  de  S.  Bak. 
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Catholics  alleged.  It  is  true  that  in  a  later  passage  the 
Marcionite  says,  ^aytpSo^  Xiyei  6  awnip'  iinroXip^  kcuv^v  Siimfu 
iiuv}  This,  however,  cannot  invalidate  the  previous  testi- 
mony; for  though  the  Marcionites  might  repudiate  the 
Gk)6pel  when  it  was  against  them,  they  might  borrow  from 
it  an  argument  which  would  be  authoritative  in  the  eyes  of 
their  opponents,  and  in  an  early  part  of  the  discussion  the 
Marcionite  promises  to  prove  his  point  from  the  Scriptures 
of  his  opponents.'  Accordingly  the  broad  fact  remains 
unimpaired  that  the  Valentinians  and  the  Marcionites  acted 
upon  quite  different  principles  in  their  use  of  the  Scripturea 

The  just  conclusion,  then,  seems  to  be  that  the  evidence 
flkfforded  by  what  we  know  of  Mardon  is  neutral;  but  we 
may  fairly  say  that  there  is  not  a  single  fact  inconsistent 
with  the  supposition  that  he  knew  our  four  Gospels  and 
accepted  the  traditional  account  of  their  origin,  but  denied 
the  authority  of  three  of  them  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
the  work  either  of  primitive  and  Judaic  apostles  or  of  men 
who  wrote  under  their  immediate  authority. 

1  Sect.  II.,  p.  314  Lom.  ;  p.  90  Van  de  8.  Bak. 

>  P.  265  Lorn.  ;  p.  18  Van  de  S.  Bak.  'Av^  rmw  hiiwriprnw  y^mw  Ut^m. 
That  ^f»itr4pm0,  not  ^imrri^mf,  which  18  giren  by  the  MSS.,  ii  the  light 
readings  u  not  only  appazent  from  the  context^  bat  from  the  atatement  of 
AdamantioB,  iniyyixu  ix  r«v  1ifi§r4p9v  ^^ttfy^ktov  Stuci^rai,  in  xeply  to  the 
objection  in  oar  fint  quotation. 
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BASIUDES 

Thb  dates  of  the  birth  and  death  of  Basilides  are  not  known. 
It  is  usually  said  that  he  flourished  in  the  reign  of  Hadrian 
( 1 17-138  A.D.),  and  there  is  no  reason  for  doubting  the 
correctness  of  this  statement.  He  must  therefore  have  been 
well  acquainted  with  the  belief  and  practice  of  Christians  in 
the  first  quarter  of  the  second  century.  Unfortunately  his 
works,  with  the  exception  of  a  few  fragments,  are  lost ;  and 
in  our  present  inquiry  we  are  dependent  on  the  account  of  his 
system  given  by  Hippolytus  in  his  Refutatio.  In  the  extracts 
which  sketch  the  doctrine  of  Basilides,  undoubted  quotations 
from  the  Fourth  Gospel  are  found;  and  our  problem  is  to 
determine  whether  these  extracts  are  taken  from  a  work 
written  by  Basilides  himself. 

The  following  passages  occur:  koI  tovto,  ^lycr/v,  «m  to 
Xeyd/Acvov  ev  T019  evayyeX/oiy*  *Hv  to  ^£9  to  oKnOivoPf  S  iJHarl^ei 
iravra  avdportrop  ipxofievov  eig  tov  KOCfiov.^  Again,  "'Ot*  i/, 
^fl(rlvf  iKOXTTOv  18I0U9  €X€i  Kaipov^t  Uavo^  o  a-mrhp  Xeywv'  OSirte 
IJKei  ii  &pa  jjLoVf  Kcu  ol  fiayoi  tov  aaripa  T^tajxevoi?  If  these 
words  were  contained  in  a  treatise  written  by  Basilides,  then 

1  This  chapter,  now  slightly  modified,  appeared  in  the  /oumal  of 
BibUeal  Literatwre,    Eleventh  year,  1892,  Part  II. 

*  Tii  22,  p.  360.  My  references  are  to  Duncker  and  Schneidewin's 
edition. 

»  viL  27,  p.  376. 

«96 
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the  Fourth  Ooepel  must  not  only  be  of  earlier  date  than  many 
critics  in  modem  times  have  supposed,  but  it  must  also  have 
been  included  in  a  recognised  collection  of  Gospels.  The 
evidence  which  may  be  thus  afforded  has  been  summarily 
dismissed  on  the  ground  that  Hippolytus  ^  mentions  Basilides, 
and  Isidore  his  son,  and  iraf  6  tovtwv  x^P^*  ^^'^  thisti  cites 
them  collectively  through  the  whole  of  the  following  para- 
graph by  the  word  ^na-i  We  have,  then,  to  inquire,  first, 
whether  Hippolytus  is  citing  the  opinion  of  the  school 
collectively,  that  is  to  say,  is  presenting  the  general  Basilidean 
theory  in  his  own  words,  or  is  quoting  some  particular  person ; 
and  if  we  decide  that  he  is  quoting,  we  must  then  inquire,  in 
the  second  place,  whether  the  person  quoted  is  Basilidea 

The  parenthetical  word  ^170-/  is  usually  a  miark  of  quotation, 
and  I  believe  it  is  for  this  purpose  that  it  is  employed  by 
Hippolytus.  I  have  examined  with  some  care  the  lengthy 
article  on  the  Naasseni'  with  a  view  to  ascertaining 
Hippolytus'  usage  in  this  matter.  Here  we  have  an  abundant 
use  of  ^ifo-/,  but  no  clue  to  either  book  or  author.  He 
professes  simply  to  give  the  opinion  of  the  school,  which, 
though  having  several  divisions,  is  essentially  one.  Near  the 
beginning,'  he  has  the  parenthetical  ^acr/,  which  applies, 
however,  to  a  very  short  general  statement.  A  few  lines 
farther  on  he  has  <f>fia'i  Throughout  the  exposition,  state- 
ments in  the  plural,  <jKjuri  (four  or  five  times,  generally  with 
the  indirect  construction),  Xeyovcriy  etc.,  are  mixed  up  with 
passages  containing  the  parenthetical  ^i/o-/.  No  one,  I  think, 
can  read  these  passages  without  being  convinced  that  he  has 
to  do  with  quotations  from  some  book  containing  an  authori- 
tative account  of  the  views  of  these  Gnostics.    Whether  he 

1  I  shall  aMume  the  correctness  of  the  general  opinion  that  Hippolytus 
is  the  author  of  the  PhAloaofh/umffnOy  or  BefvJUUio, 
«  V.  6-II.  »  P.  132,1.67. 
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quotes  from  one  or  from  several  books  we  need  not  pause  to 
consider,  as  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  this  except  the  style 
and  tenor  of  the  qnotationa  Any  possible  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  opinion  of  the  school  is  cited  in  these  places 
must,  I  think,  be  laid  to  rest  by  the  appearance  of  the  first 
person  plural,  i  fiovovi  efwrrii'  eiSevcu  roiip  reXeloif,  <l>fi(riy,  tjpuv^ 
Again,  St  ifiei^  la-fiey  jjlovoi}  Farther  on,  fnxeU  Sif  i^n^^Wj  ea-fiev 
Oi  Tckwpcu.^    Once  more,  fSkOofieVf  ^tia-iv,  ot  Trvev^ariKol.^ 

What  we  here  learn  represents,  so  far  as  I  have  observed, 
Hippolytus'  invariable  usage.  It  is  so,  as  we  have  seen,  eve& 
in  the  article  where  the  theories  of  Valentinus,  Heradeon, 
Ptolemy,  koi  iroura  ^  toutwv  a%oXi7,  are  dealt  with.*  The 
evidence  is  still  more  convincing  in  the  article  on  Basilides. 
In  the  third  and  fourth  lines  of  the  very  first  quotation,  where 
Basilides  and  his  school  are  said  to  be  cited  collectively,  am 
these  words,  "Orav  Si  Xey«,  ^i/o*/,  to  ^v,  oux  Sti  ^v  Xey«,  aXK'  tva 
(nmcaw  TovTO  oirep  fiovKoficu  Sel^cu,  \ey»,  ^ticiv,  Sri  ^v  oXm 
ovSiyfi  Lower  down  on  the  same  page  we  have,  ical  ov  Sexopiaut 
^9(r/,  ic.T.X.  On  the  next  page  we  have,  to  Si  ^ikqcre  Xryw, 
^j^r/,  k.tX  On  the  next  page,  o,  ti  &v  Xcyw,  Kfifritrlv?  This 
last  passage  is  particularly  remarkable,  because  it  is  actually 
introduced  by  eKeivoi  Xtyovo'iv,  showing,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
conclusively,  that  the  opinions  of  the  school  are  described  m 
the  express  words  of  one  of  their  number.  Yet  again  we 
have,  viot  Se,  <f>ti(rlv,  ea-^iv  »j/uL€h  oi  ntv€Vfi.aTucoi?  Whatever 
may  be  thought  of  the  first  person  plural,  can  we  rationally 
believe  that  these  sentences  with  the  first  person  singular 
merely  **  quote  the  opinion  of  the  school "  ?  It  seems  to  me^ 
therefore,  to  be  fairly  established  that  our  ^jyo-/  is,  as  w# 

»  P.  152,1.82.  «  P.  158,1.82.                  »  P.  160,194. 

*  P.  164, 1.  70.  See  also  p.  172, 1. 13 ;  p.  1749 1.  21, 25. 

*  vi.  29.  •  vii.  20,  p.  356,  L  72,  73. 
'  P.  360, 1.  45-  •  vii-  25,  p.  368,  L  77. 
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Bhoold  expect,  indicative  of  genuine  quotation  from  a  particular 
author. 

If  this,  then,  be  admitted,  we  must  endeavour  to  answer 
the  question,  Who  is  it  that  is  quoted  ?  It  may  be  one  person 
throughout,  or  it  may  be  now  one,  and  now  another.  Are 
we,  because  this  second  alternative  is  possible,  to  dismiss  the 
whole  subject  as  incapable  of  affording  any  evidence  ?  Surely 
not  To  treat  evidence  as  worthless  because  it  is  not  demon* 
strative,  is  not  the  part  of  true  criticism.  It  is  precisely  in 
these  doubtful  cases  that  critical  judgment  is  required  We 
do  not  want  the  critic  to  help  us  when  there  can  be  no  differ^ 
ence  of  opinion,  but  it  is  his  province,  when  a  doubt  is 
legitimate,  to  bring  into  view  all  the  conditions  which  affect 
the  question,  and  determine  on  which  side  the  reasonable 
probability  lie& 

There  are  two  distinct  lines  of  evidence.  We  must  con- 
sider, first,  what  Hippolytus  professes  to  do;  and  secondly, 
we  must  compare  his  statements  with  other  accounts  of  the 
system  of  Basilides,  and  see  whether  these  statements  can  be 
justly  ascribed  to  the  heresiarch  himsell 

Now  it  seems  most  probable,  from  the  connection  of  thought 
and  from  the  recurrence  of  a  particular  name,  that  one 
authority  is  quoted  throughout.  That  this  authority  is 
Basilides  seems  to  be  rendered  highly  probable  by  the 
following  reasons.  It  is  most  unlikely  that  in  an  elaborate 
statement  of  this  sort  Hippolytus  should  fail  to  go  to  the 
fountain-head,  and  especially  without  giving  any  intimation 
of  the  fact  to  his  readers.  He  introduces  his  account  with  the 
words,  8oK€i  vOv  tol  Baa-iketSov  fi.fi  crionr^v,  ^  alleging  that  the 
heretic's  views  are  those  of  Aristotle,  not  of  Christ.  He  then  • 
devotes  a  few  chapters  to  a  synopsis  of  the  doctrines  of  the 
Greek  philosopher,  and  at  the  end  proceeds  in  these  words : 

*  vii.  14,  p.  348. 
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"  If,  then,  Basilides  be  found,  not  in  effect  only,  but  even  in 
the  very  words  and  names,  transferring^  the  opinions  of 
Aristotle  into  our  evangelical  and  saving  doctrine,  what  will 
remain  but  that,  having  given  back  the  foreign  elements,  we 
prove  to  his  disciples  that  Christ  will  profit  them  nothing, 
as  they  are  heathen?  Basilides,  then,  and  Isidorus,  the 
genuine  son  and  disciple  of  Basilides,  affirm  that  Matthias 
has  spoken  to  them  secret  discourses^  which  he  heard  from 
the  Saviour,  having  been  privately  instructed.  Let  us  see, 
then,  how  evidently  Basilides  at  the  same  time  and  Isidorus 
and  all  the  band  of  these  men  does  not  simply  belie  '  Matthias 
only,  but  even  the  Saviour  himself.  There  was  a  time,  he 
says,  when  there  was  nothing"*  From  this  point  he  pro- 
ceeds with  his  quotations,  repeatedly  inserting  ^j/ori  It  is 
true  that  in  the  course  of  his  remarks  he  frequently  alludes 
to  Basilides  and  his  followers  in  the  plural  number,  as  though 
he  were  stating  the  opinions  of  a  sect  rather  than  an 
individual.^  In  all  these  instances,  however,  he  is  simply 
giving  his  own  statements;  and  he  sometimes  supports  his 
statements  with  a  quotation  introduced  by  the  usual  ^i^o-/. 
The  obvious  inference  is  that  he  quotes  Basilides,  and  regards 
him  as  the  accepted  authority  for  the  opinions  of  the  school. 
But  he  also  several  times  expressly  names  Basilides.  The 
following  are  the  instances :  "  For  Basilides  altogether  avoids 
and  fears  the  substances  of  the  things  that  have  come  into 
being  according  to  projection";®  here  the  next  sentence  has 
ipriari  "Basilides  calls  such  a  thing,  not  wing,  but  'Holy 
Spirit.'"^    "For    the    things    that    exist    are    divided    by 

^  fi*0apfLo(6fiwos,  *  k^ovs  kwoKp^ovs, 

'  Karaif'f ^SfTM,  in  the  eingular. 

*  *Hr,  ^o-lr,  5t€  ^v  M4w,    viL  19-20^  pp.  354,  356. 

»  See  p.  356,  1.  84,  87  ;  358,  1.  95,  9  ;  360,  L  32,  45,  49 ;  3^6,  L  36  ;  368, 
1.  58.  69 ;  370,  L  92  ;  372, 1  41, 42,  44 ;  376,  l  I,  6,  7  ;  378, 1.  12,  13,  14. 

•  viL  22,  p.  360, 1.  26,  27.  '  vii.  22,  p.  362, 1.  67. 
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Basilides  into  two  [which  are]  the  prominent^  and  first 
divisions,  and  are  called  according  to  him,'  the  one  thing 
indeed  world,  and  the  other  thing  supramundane  [exis- 
tences]''*; after  a  few  more  lines  of  exposition  there  is  the 
usual  ^i/o-iV.  ''The  account,  therefore,  which  Aristotle  has 
previously  given  concerning  the  soul  and  the  body  Basilides 
elucidates  concerning  the  great  Archon  and  his  Son«  For 
the  Archon,  according  to  Basilides,  has  begotten  the  Son," 
etc;  and  again,  two  lines  farther  down,  "according  to 
Basilides."^  Here  the  exposition  is  continued  for  nearly 
half  a  page,  and  vir  avrSov  (that  is,  the  Basilideans)  introduced 
before  ^tiarl  recurs.  GQppolytus  ends  his  whole  dissertation 
on  Basilides  in  these  words,  TaSra  juiev  oSv  €<my  &  Koi 
Baa-iKeiSfis  fivdeiei  arxoKcurag  xaTa  7^1/  AlyinrTov,  koi  irap 
avrm  xipf  Tocaurtfy  coi/Uav  SiSaxOei^  iKafnroit>6pn<rt  toiovtov^ 
Kapirov^.^  It  seems  to  me  that  the  only  reasonable  conclusion 
from  this  evidence  is  that  the  extracts  which  Hippolytus 
brings  before  us  were  taken  from  a  work  by  Basilides  him- 
self, and  especially  as  no  motive  is  apparent  for  neglecting 
the  works  of  the  master  in  favour  of  those  of  any  less  dis- 
tinguished follower. 

One  or  two  other  weighty  considerations  must  be  added. 
Hippolytus,  in  his  Prooemiimii,  tells  us  in  very  express  words 
the  plan  of  his  work.  In  order  to  accomplish  his  purpose  of 
exposing  the  sources  of  the  heresies,  he  will  adopt  a  course 
described  in  these  words:  "It  seems  good,  therefore,  having 
first  expounded  the  opinions  of  the  philosophers  of  the  Greeks^ 
to  show  the  readers  that  they  are  more  ancient  and  more 
reverent  towards  the  Divinity  than  these ;  then  to  compare 
each  heresy  with  each  [philosopher]  [so  as  to  show]  that  the 

1  ir^o«xc<Si  or  "  adjoining  "  if  we  read  v^o^f xcts. 

«  jcar'  oir^.  '  vli.  23,  p*.364, 1.  8-IO. 

*  vii.  24,  p.  366,  L  46,  47,  and  368,  L  50.         *  vil  27,  p.  378,  L  40-42. 
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leader  of  the  heresy^  having  met  with  these  attempts  has 
laid  claim  to  them,  having  taken  their  principles,  and,  starting 
from  these  towards  what  vnis  worse,  constructed  a  dogma.'*' 
After  another  sentence  he  proceeds:  '' In  the  beginning,  then, 
we  shall  say  who  were  those  among  the  Greeks  who  first 
demonstrated  natural  philosophy.  For  the  leaders  of  the 
heresies*  have  become  doctrxne-stealers^  of  these  especially, 
as  we  shall  afterwards  show  in  comparing  them  with  one 
another.  Bendering  back  his  own  to  each  of  those  who  first 
began,  we  shall  present  the  heresiarchs*  naked  and  shamefuL" 
The  purpose  thus  clearly  formed  and  deliberately  expressed  he 
has  not  forgotten,  when  at  the  opening  of  the  Fifth  Book  he 
proceeds  to  his  refutation.  He  there  says:  "It  remains^ 
therefore,  to  proceed  to  the  refutation  of  the  heresies,  for 
the  sake  of  which  we  have  expounded  the  things  already 
spoken  by  us,  from  which  having  taken  their  starting-points 
the  heresiarchs,®  like  cobblers,  having  patched  together, 
According  to  their  own  mind,  the  blunders  of  the  ancients, 
have  presented  them  as  new  to  those  capable  of  being 
•deceived,  as  we  shall  show  in  the  following  [books].'' ^  After 
these  statements,  when  Hippolytus  teUs  us  that  he  is  going  to 
"state  the  opinions  of  Basilides,"  and  that  he  will  give  a 
synopsis  of  the  doctrines  of  Aristotle,  "in  order  that  the 
reader,  through  the  nearer  comparison  of  these,  may  easily 
perceive  that  the  [doctrines  put  forward]  by  Basilides  are 
Aristotelian  sophisms,"^  and  winds  up  by  saying  that  "these 
ajre  the  fables  which  Basilides  tells,"  it  does  seem  probable 
that  the  elaborate  account,  so  largely  given  in  the  form  of 
apparent  quotations,  is  drawn  from  Basilides  himsell  This 
probability  is  still  further  strengthened  by  the  summary  in 

1  'O  wpmrn^rdrfis  rrit  alp4ff9mt*  •  P.  6. 

»  V.  6,  p.  130.  •  vii.  14,  p.  348. 
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the  Tenth  Book.^  Here  ''Isidore  and  the  whole  band''  do 
not  put  in  an  appearance.  The  chapter  begins,  BaariXeiSfi^  Si 
mi  00X09  Xeyei  etycu  6e6v  oxfK  ovra^  and  ends,  Tai>ra  St  kcu 
^ao'ikeiSiii  reparoXayZv  ovk  alarx^verau. 

Against  all  this,  which  seems  to  me  not  contemptible  evi- 
dence, one  fact  is  alleged.  Hippolytns  mentions  Basilides 
and  Isidore,  his  son,  and  xa^  o  rovrmv  xopoq^  just  before  he 
begins  his  citations.  So  he  does;  but  what  does  he  say 
about  them?  Not  that  he  is  going  to  cite  their  opinions, 
and  quote  indiscriminately  from  their  literature,  but  only 
that  Basilides  and  his  son  aflSrmed  that  Matthias  had  spoken 
to  them  secret  doctrines,  and  that  father  and  son  and  the 
whole  lot  of  them  belied  Matthias,  and  even  the  Saviour 
himsell  Is  it  not  the  most  reasonable  way  to  endeavour  to 
establish  this  last  statement  by  drawing  from  the  fountain- 
head  the  doctrines  which  were  alleged  to  be  those  of 
Matthias?  I  can  see  no  tendency  in  the  words  to  prove 
that  Hippolytus  is  going  to  depart  from  his  plan  of  dealing 
with  the  leaders  of  the  heresies,  and  to  quote  with  indis- 
criminate carelessness  any  writer  of  the  school  that  suits 
his  fancy.  Appeal  might  further  be  made  to  statements, 
abeady  referred  to,  in  which  the  plural  number  is  used, 
showing  that  Hippolytus  had  the  school  in  his  mind.  But 
this  fact  does  not  seem  to  me  to  establish  any  counter 
probability;  for  the  opinions  of  the  master  may  very 
legitimately  be  ascribed  to  the  school;  but  it  would  not 
be  legitimate,  on  the  other  hand,  to  ascribe  to  Basilides 
what  was  only  the  opinion  of  one  of  his  unknown  f ollower& 
The  probabilities,  therefore,  appear  to  me  to  be  all  on  one 
side,  and  make  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Hippolytus, 
unless  he  has  written  with  almost  criminal  carelessness,  is 
quoting  from  Basilides  himself. 

1  C.  14,  pp.  5i4»  516. 
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There  is,  however,  a  wholly  different  line  of  evidence, 
which,  I  think,  when  fairly  considered,  leads  to  the  same 
result.  The  account  which  Hippolytus  gives  of  the  system 
of  BasUides  stands  entirely  alone,  so  much  so  that  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  understand  how  the  section  of  his  master  Irenaous  upon 
this  subject  can  relate  to  the  same  man.  After  careful  com- 
parison and  sifting,  our  ultimate  authorities  for  the  teaching 
of  Basilides,  in  addition  to  the  Refutation  of  Hippolytus,  are 
Irenseus  (or  the  writer  whom  he  copied),  the  Compendium  of 
Hippolytus  (represented  by  part  of  the  account  in  Epiphanius, 
by  Philaster,  and  the  anonymous  supplement  to  Tertullian, 
De  proBBcript  hosret),  and  also  scattered  statements  in 
C!lement  of  Alexandria,  a  few  particulars  from  the  Befutation 
of  Agrippa  Castor  (preserved  by  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  7),  and 
"probably  a  passing  reference  and  quotation  in  the  Acts  of 
Archdaua"^  We  have,  therefore,  practically  to  decide 
whether  the  account  of  Hippolytus  or  that  of  his  master 
Irenaaus  is  the  more  authentic.  Now,  if  any  one  read  these 
two  accounts,  knowing  nothing  of  their  origin,  I  think  he 
would  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the  former  has  far 
more  marks  of  authenticity  than  the  latter.  Irenaaus  is 
content  with  a  brief  summary,  and  quotes  from  no  original 
authority.  Though  he  gives  the  doctrine  as  that  of  Basilides, 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  supposing  that  he  confined  himself  to 
the  current  opinions  of  the  school.  Hippolytus,  on  the  other 
hand,  produces  an  elaborate  statement,  which  is  evidently 
summarised,  and  to  a  remarkable  extent  quoted,  from  some 
single  source;  and  this  work,  whatever  it  may  have  been, 
was  produced  by  a  man  of  thought  and  originality.  The 
latter  fact  in  itself  points  to  Basilides,  because,  with  the 
exception  of  his  son  Isidore,  he  was  not,  like  Valentinus, 
followed  by  a  succession  of  celebrated  disciples.  This  view  is 
1  See  Hort,  in  the  DieUanary  of  OhrMtm  Biography^  i.  270. 
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confirmed  by  a  closer  inspection.  Soon  after  the  beginning 
of  his  article  Irenseus  introduces  dicunt,  and  far  the  greater 
part  of  the  statement  is  in  the  indirect  construction.  Farther 
on  he  has  utv/atvA',  anmmtiant,  nitvmtv/r,  dicunty  aiv/nt, 
and  a  few  more  similar  plurals.  Twice,  however,  he  has  ait, 
and  in  one  of  these  instances  the  words  seem  to  be  quoted. 
I  think  we  may  fairly  infer  from  these  appearances  that 
IrensBus  used  a  secondary  source,  and  not  the  work  of  Basilides 
himself,  but  that  this  source  may  have  contained  statements 
which  were  avowedly  quoted  from  Basilides.  It  is  interesting, 
then,  to  inquire  whether  these  sayings  are  in  harmony  with 
the  representations  of  Hippolytus.  The  first  saying  is  the 
following :  "  If  any  one  therefore  confesses  the  crucified,  he  is 
still  a  servant,  and  under  the  power  of  those  who  made  bodies ; 
but  he  who  has  denied  him  hasj  been  freed  indeed  from  them, 
but  knows  the  disposition  of  the  unborn  Father."  ^  There  is 
no  such  statement  in  Hippolytus,  but  I  think  it  is  not,  in 
substance,  inconsistent  with  the  doctrine  which  he  describes. 
The  whole  object  of  the  Passion  was  to  bring  about  the  sorting 
of  the  things  confused,  and  so  restore  everything  to  its  proper 
stage  of  being.  Accordingly  the  bodily  part  of  Jesus  suffered, 
and  was  restored  to  the  formlessness ;  the  psychical  part  rose 
up,  and  was  restored  to  the  Hebdomad ;  and  he  raised  up  that 
which  belonged  to  the  summit,  and  it  remained  beside  the 
great  Archon.*  This  doctrine  would  supply  a  philosophical 
ground  for  not  confessing  the  Crucified ;  for  such  a  confession 
would  be  an  attachment  to  the  bodily  part  of  Jesus,  and 
involve  a  continuance  in  the  lowest  stage  of  being ;  but  the 
sons  (the  spiritual  *)  were  ultimately  to  ascend  irpo^  rov  av» 
TTOTepo.*  The  reason  given  by  Iren»us,  that  Jesus  did  not 
suffer  at  all,  but  Simon  of  Cyrene  was  crucified  in  his  place, 

1  Iren.,  i.  xxiv.  4,  *  Hippol.,  p.  378. 

»  P.  368, 1.  77y  78.  *  P-  516, 1.  I,  2. 
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while  Jesus  looked  on  and  laughed,  is,  to  say  the  least,  more 
worthy  of  commonplace  followers  than  of  the  distinguished 
founder  of  the  school  The  other  aU  only  introduces  the 
indirect  statement  that  prophecies  were  from  the  fabricators 
of  the  world,  but  the  Law  from  their  chief,  who  led  out  the 
people  from  the  land  of  Egypt.  This  agrees,  at  least  in  its 
general  idea,  with  the  statement  of  Hippolytus  that  it  was  the 
Archon  of  the  Hebdomad  that  spoke  to  Moses,  and  that  all 
the  prophets  that  were  before  the  Saviour  spoke  from  thence.^ 
It  is  also  perhaps  worth  noticing  that  in  one  parenthetical 
passage  where  Hippolytus  places  himself  in  agreement  with 
IreniBus  by  referring  to  the  doctrine  of  three  hundred  and 
sixty-five  heavens,  and  the  name  of  Abrasax  given  in  con- 
sequence to  the  great  Archon,  he  does  not  quote,  but  uses  the 
expressions  tear  avrov^  and  ^ao'KowrL  A  simple  comparison, 
therefore,  of  the  two  accounts  seems  to  show  that  Hippolytus 
gives  the  truer  representation  of  the  original  system. 

We  have,  however,  other  means  of  judging.*  Clement  of 
Alexandria  gives  a  quotation  of  some  length  from  the  twenty- 
third  book  of  the  Exegetica  of  Basilides,'  and  we  are  thus 
assured  of  what  we  might  antecedently  have  expected,  that 
he  at  all  events  was  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  the 
heresiarch.  In  the  course  of  the  Stromata  he  refers  several 
times  to  Basilides,  and  several  times  also  to  his  followers. 
In  the  latter  instances  he  alludes  simply  to  the  teaching  of 
the  school,  without  any  intimation  that  what  is  alleged 
is  inconsistent  with  the  doctrine  of  Basilides  himself,  except 
in  one  case  in  which  he  contrasts  the  immorality  of  the 
later  Basilideans  with  the  teaching  of  the  founders  of  the 

1  P.  37a 

*  The  eompariaon  with  Clement  of  Alexandria  has  been  well  treated  hj 
Dt  Hort  in  the  Did^iMUxry  of  Ghfruiia/n  Biogra/phy^  bat  I  have  gone  over 
the  ground  carefully  for  myself. 

'  8trom.f  iv.  pp.  599,  600  (Potter's  edition). 
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flchooL  It  is  a  fair  assnmption,  therefore,  that  the  allusions 
in  Clement  contain,  so  far  as  they  go,  a  much  more  tmst- 
wcothy  representation  of  the  original  system  than  the  account 
of  Irenaaua  But  we  must  remember  that  in  the  Stromata  we 
have  no  detailed  exposition,  which  was  reserved  for  the  lost 
Hypotyposes,  and  moreover  the  Stromata  profess  to  deal  with 
practical  and  moral  rather  than  theoretical  questions,^  while 
Hippolytus,  on  his  side,  treats  only  of  the  general  theory  of 
tiie  universe.  It  is,  consequently,  only  in  quite  casual  points 
that  we  can  look  for  any  contact  between  Clement  and 
Hippolytus.  We  will  notice  these  points  of  contact  in  the 
order  of  the  system. 

First  01  afi<t^\  tov  Boo-xXe/iSf/v  were  accustomed  to  speak  of 
the  passions  as  appendages,  Trpocrapnifiara,  which  were  in 
essence  spirits  attached  to  the  rational  soul,  ''according  to 
a  primitive  disturbance  and  confusion,"  tcara  ripa  rapaxov  koi 
<rvyxy(rip  apx^cnv?  This  description  is  regarded  as  representing 
o  Kara  BaoriXeiSiiv  audpanro^,  so  that  here  the  teaching  of  the 
followers  is  expressly  identified  with  that  of  the  master. 
This  ''primitive  confusion"  receives  its  explanation  from  the 
doctrine  of  a  a-iripfia  ic6(rfiov,  which  was  the  first  creation,  and 
contained  in  itself  xa<rai/  rhv  tov  KotrfAOv  irava-irtpfjiaVi  that  is 
to  say,  aU  the  seminal  principles  of  the  universe.'  The  whole 
hypothesis  turned  on  this  avyxvo'i^  oiovei  irava^€p/jua9,^  which 
existed  iy  apxa*^  The  confusion  is  frequently  expressed  by 
the  term  a^opi^la^  It  deserves  notice  that  in  arguing  against 
the  Basilideans  Clement  refers  to  tov  tnrepfAaTo^  r^f  avwOev 
owrla^,  and  to  avmOey  (nre/>/Aa,  existing  in  man.^  The  system 
expounded  by  Hippolytus  explains  this. 

^  See  Hort,  who  gives  references. 

*  Clem.,  Stnm.f  iL  aoi,  p.  48S.  *  HippoL,  vii  21. 

*  Ibid^  e.  27,  near  end.  ^  P.  376^  1.  95. 

*  P.  364,  L  95  ;  370^  L  5;  374  '•  48,  49  5  378,  L  22,  24,  25,  38. 
'  Strom,^  ii  8,  p.  449. 
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Secondly,  in  speaking  of  election,  Bacdlides  distinguishes 
between  the  Koa-fio^  and  that  which  is  inrepKoa-fiiov}  The 
same  distinction  between  the  cosmic  and  the  hypercosmic  \a 
ascribed  to  the  followers  of  Basilides.'  Hippolytus  tells  us 
that  Basilides  divided  ra  ovra  into  two  principal  classes, 
which  he  called  K6<rfio^  and  vTr€pK6<rfi.ia? 

Thirdly,  in  connection  with  this  distinction  the  followers 
of  Baailides  spoke  of  an  appropriate  faith  and  election  accord- 
ing to  each  interval  or  stage  of  being,  Kaff  cKcurrov  8ia<mifia.^ 
We  learn  from  its  frequent  use  in  Hippolytus  that  Sidrriifia 
was  the  regular  term  for  denoting  successive  spheres  of 
existence.^ 

Fourthly,  Basilides  supposes  that  justice  and  her  daughter 
peace  remain  in  the  ogdoad.®  According  to  GQppolytus  what 
was  called  the  ogdoad  was  the  realm  of  the  great  Archon, 
who  with  the  help  of  his  wiser  son,  created  the  ethereal 
region  beyond  the  moon.^  He  does  not,  however,  inform 
us  why  it  was  so  named,  or  how  the  number  eight  was 
made  up. 

Fifthly,  Clement  alludes  to  the  Archon  as  "the  very  great 
God,  celebrated  in  song  by  them."  ^  If  we  took  the  superlative 
in  the  sense  of  the  greatest  of  all,  it  would  not  be  true  to 
the  system  described  by  Hippolytus ;  but  the  sense  of  "  very 
great"  is  sufficient  for  the  argument,  and  is  indeed,  as  we 
shall  see,  implied  by  the  context.  Hippolytus  says  that  the 
great  Archon  throbbed  through^  and  was  bom  from  the 

1  Strom,^  iv.  26,  p.  639.  *  Ol  iiwh  B«r.,  Strom,^  ii.  3,  p.  434. 

>  C.  23,  p.  364, 1.  8- 10.  See  also  c.  25,  beginning ;  c.  23,  p.  366,  L  23  ; 
c  27,  p.  376, 1.  8. 

*  St/rom,^  ii.  3,  p.  434. 

*  0.  22,  p.  364,  L  95  ;  c  24,  p.  368, 1.  63  ;  c.  25,  p.  370, 1.  80,  88  ;  c.  26^ 

p.  372, 1. 41 ;  c.  27,  p.  374,  L  77 ;  p.  376, 1. 79 ;  p-  378, 1.  21. 

*  Strom.,  iv.  25,  p.  637.  "^  C.  23,  24. 
^  T^i'  n4yi<rT0¥  jcal  wphs  abrw  drv^u^o^^ci^or  9*4pf  Stfvm,^  ii  8,  p.  449. 
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cosmic  seed,  and  was  the  head  of  the  Cosmos,  a  beauty  and 
greatness  and  power  incapable  of  dissolution;  ''for,  he  says, 
he  is  more  unspeakable  than  unspeakable  things,  and  more 
powerful  than  things  powerful,  and  wiser  than  things  wise, 
and  better  than  all  the  beautiful  things  whatsoever  thou 
mayest  mention."^  Farther  on  he  is  called  top  apprfrnv 
appnrorepov  Qeov}  Still,  as  we  shall  see  under  the  next  head, 
he  had  his  limitations. 

Sixthly,  Clement  makes  a  very  remarkable  statement 
about  the  Archon.  The  followers  of  Basilides  interpreting 
the  saying,  "The  fear  of  God  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom," 
"  affirm  that  the  Archon  himself,  when  he  heard  the  declara- 
tion of  the  ministering  Spirit,  was  astonished  at  what  he 
heard  and  saw,  having  had  a  gospel  preached  to  him  beyond 
his  hopes,'  and  that  his  astonishment  was  called  fear,  and 
became  the  beginning  of  wisdom  that  sorts  and  distinguishes 
and  perfects  and  restore&"  What  this  gospel  was,  and  how 
it  came,  we  are  not  told ;  nor  is  it  explained  why  the  Archon 
was  so  astonished.  We  only  learn  from  a  later  allusion  that 
before  his  astonishment  he  was  in  ignorance.^  When  we 
turn  to  Hippolytus,  all  becomes  clear.  The  Holy  Spirit, 
being  unable  to  ascend  to  the  highest  regions,  remained  as  a 
firmament  between  the  hypercosmical  things  and  the  Cosmos ; 
and,  when  the  great  Archon  was  bom  from  the  cosmic  seed, 
he  ascended  as  far  as  the  firmament,  which  he  took  for  the 
ultimate  limit.  He  was  wiser  and  more  powerful  than 
everything  beneath,  except  the  remnant  of  sonship  that  was 
still  left  in  the  Trava-TrepjuLta;  and,  since  he  was  ignorant^ 
that  this  sonship  was  wiser  and  better  than  himself,  he 
thought  that  he  was  Lord  and  Sovereign.  However,  he 
produced  a  son  much  better  and  wiser  than  himself,  whom 

»  C.  23,  p.  366.         «  C.  24,  p.  368, 1.  51.         •  no^'  i\wt9ai  €ihm*^^i^9^' 
4  ^Ayp9i«u    See  Strom.,  ii.  8,  pp.  448,  449.     *  *Hyw6tt. 
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he  aeated  at  his  right  hand^  The  gospel  came,  not  hy 
descent,  but  by  action  at  a  distance ;  for  the  power  of  sonship 
in  the  midst  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  border-region  com- 
municated the  thoughts  of  sonship  to  the  son  of  the  great 
Archon.'  The  gospel  came  first  to  the  Archon  through  his 
son,  and  the  Archon  learned  that  he  was  not  God  of  the 
Universe,  bat  was  begotten,  and  had  above  him  the  treasmre 
of  the  unspeakable  and  unnameable  Not-Being  and  of  the 
sonship ;  and  he  feared,  understanding  in  what  ignorance  he 
was.'  "This,"  he  says,  ''is  what  has  been  said,  the  fear  of 
the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom."  This  is  the  wisdom 
of  which  the  Scripture  says,  "Not  in  words  which  man's 
wisdom  teaches,  but  which  the  Spirit  teaches.'* 

Seventhly,  under  the  last  head  we  met  a  wisdom  that  sorts 
and  restores,  ^XoKptptfTucii  and  anroKaTcurrceriini,  and  on  the 
next  page  there  is  a  reference  to  the  ^XoKpunia-i^  and  axoca- 
TOffToo'if.  With  this  we  may  connect  one  or  two  statements 
which  serve  to  illustrate  the  process.  "The  foUowers  of 
Basilides  a£Brm  that  there  is  at  the  same  time  an  appropriate* 
faith  and  election  according  to  each  stage  of  being;  and 
conformably  again  to  the  hypercosmic  election  the  cosmic 
faith  of  all  nature  follows;  and  that  the  gift  of  faith  too 
is  correspondent  with  the  hope  of  each."^  The  meaning 
apparently  is  that  each  stage  of  being  has  its  predetermined 
end  which  it  may  hope  to  attain,  and  is  provided  with  a 
faith  adapted  to  the  attainment  of  this  end.  Agreeably  to 
this  view  Basilides  represented  the  election  as  foreign  to  tiie 
Cosmos,  since  it  was  by  nature  hypercosmic,*  and  supposed 
that  man  knew  Qod  by  nature,  so  that  faith  was  not  the 
rational  assent  of  a  self-determining  soul,  but  a  beauty  of 

>  C.  23,  p.  366.  «  0.  25,  p.  37a 

»  Strom^  ii.  3,  p.  434.  •  Siram^  iv.  26^  p.  63^ 
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immediate  creation.^  We  may  suppose,  then,  that  part  of 
the  process  of  sortmg  and  restoring  consists  in  separating 
the  election  from  the  Cosmos,  and  restoring  it  to  the 
hypercoemic  place  which  naturally  belongs  to  it.  Hippolytus 
does  not  deal  with  election  and  faith ;  but  his  statements,  so 
far  as  they  relate  to  the  same  subjects,  are  in  complete  agree- 
ment with  the  representations  of  Clement.  The  third 
sonship,  requiring  purification,  remained  behind  in  the  great 
heap  of  the  TravfrTrepfAta,  when  the  other  two  sonships  had 
gone  aloft  ^ ;  and  this  sonship  was  in  time  to  be  revealed  and 
restored'  to  the  higher  region,  above  the  limiting  spirit;  and 
Basilides  said  that  the  spiritual  men  were  sons  left  behind  to 
fashion  and  make  perfect  the  souls  below,  that  had  a  nature 
to  remain  in  this  stage  of  being.^  Here  there  is  clearly  a 
doctrine  of  election,  though  the  word  is  not  used,  and  also 
the  idea  of  a  superior  nature  confined  for  a  time  within  the 
lower,  from  which  it  was  destined  to  be  restored  to  the  place 
which  properly  belonged  to  it.  To  efiect  this  the  Gospel  came.^ 
And  when  the  whole  Sonship  was  above  the  limiting  Spirit, 
then  the  creation  would  be  pitied,  and  Qod  would  bring  upon 
the  whole  Cosmos  "the  great  ignorance,"  in  order  that  all 
things  might  remain  according  to  nature,  and  nothing  desire 
anything  that  was  contrary  to  natura  Thus  there  would  be 
a  restoration^  of  all  things  in  their  own  seasons.  For  their 
whole  hypothesis  is  <rvyxv<n9  otovei  Trava-Trep/jua^  ecu  ^v\o- 
Kpiwia'19  KOI  a'H'oKaTaerTaa'ii  t&v  ovyKexv^^^  €«ff  tq  ouceicu' 
Jesus  became  the  first-fruits  of  the  sorting,'  and  the  whole 
object  of  the  Passion  was  that  the  things  confused  might  be 
sorted.^ 

>  8trom.y  ▼.  I,  pp.  644,  645.  See  also  ii.  3,  beginning,  p.  433. 

*  C.  22.  '  'AvoKormrra^rM. 

*  C.  25.  »  Ibid. 

•  'AvoKor^CtfTcurif.  ^  The  Qteek  is  found  p.  378, 1.  33-35. 

•  *vKoitp(wfieif,  •  C.  27,  p.  378,  L  35  19. 
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These  coincidences  in  thought  and  phraseology  are  suffi- 
ciently remarkable  to  establish  a  dose  relationship  between 
the  account  of  Hippolytus  and  the  genuine  Basilides,  and  to 
prove  that  he  is  nearer  the  original  source  than  Irenseus  and 
other  writers,  who  contain  hardly  a  trace  of  the  system  which 
was  in  the  hands  of  Clement,  and  none  of  its  characteristic 
terma  Indeed,  so  irreconcilable  is  the  account  of  Irenseus 
with  the  allusions  of  Clement,  that,  before  the  publication  of 
Hippolytus,  Neander  remarked  that  "had  not  Clement  of 
Alexandria  spoken  of  the  existence  among  certain  false 
followers  of  Basilides  of  practical  errors  precisely  similar  to 
those  we  meet  with  in  this  sect,  we  might  be  led  to  suspect 
that  the  so-called  Basilideans  of  IrensBUS  had  no  connection 
whatever  with  Basilides."^  On  the  other  hand,  we  are 
justified  by  the  above  coincidences  in  asserting  that  the 
Basilides  of  Hippolytus  is  the  same  as  the  Basilides  of 
Clement. 

It  may  be  well,  however,  to  produce  positive  proof  that 
IrensBUS  does  not  describe  the  opinions  of  the  founder  of  the 
sect;  for  we  have  stronger  evidence  than  the  mere  want  of 
coincidence  with  Clement's  scattered  allusions.  He  says  that, 
in  the  view  which  he  is  describing,  Jesus  did  not  suffer,  but 
made  Simon  of  Cjrrene  suffer  in  his  place,  and  seems  to  imply 
a  thoroughly  Docetic  notion  of  his  person.  By  later  writers 
this  Docetism  is  unmistakably  affirmed.'  Not  only  is  there 
no  trace  of  this  in  Clement,  but  the  reality  of  Christ's 
humanity  and  Passion  is  ^.ssumed,  even  though  it  drives 
Basilides  to  a  conclusion  which  he  is  reluctant  to  admit.  He 
thinks  that  all  suffering  is  a  punishment  for  sin,  either 
actual  or  potential,  in  the  person  suffering;  and  when  pressed 

^  Hidory  of  Ui$  Christian  Religion  and  Ohtt/nh^  IL,  p.  113,  note  t,  Bohn's 
edition. 
*  Pieudo-Tert ;  Epiph^  Hcsr^  xj^iv.  4. 
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with  the  case  of  "such  a  one,"^  that  he  sinned,  for  he 
sufiered,  he  would  answer  he  did  not  sin,  but  was  like  the 
suffering  infant.  But  if  urged,  he  would  say,  that  man, 
whomsoever  you  may  name,  is'  man,  and  God  is  just. 
Clement,  in  reasoning  upon  this  view,  says  that  Basilides 
dared  to  call  the  Lord  avdptoTrov  afiafynrriKov.^  This  is  the 
passage  where  the  twenty-third  book  of  the  Exegetica  is 
quoted,  so  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  real  Basilides 
was  anything  but  a  Docetist,  and  that  Irensdus  was  ignorant 
of  his  teaching.  On  the  other  hand,  Hippolytus  distinctly 
recognises  the  necessity  of  the  Passion^  to  inaugurate  the 
final  sorting  and  restoration,  and  sets  Docetism  aside  by 
affirming  that  the  bodily  part  of  Jesus  suffered.^  He  more- 
over makes  the  very  important  statement  that  after  the 
birth  of  Jesus  "all  the  things  relating  to  the  Saviour 
happened  according  to  them  ^  in  the  same  way  as  they  have 
been  written  in  the  Oospels";®  for  this  shows  that  he 
identifies  the  doctrine  of  the  followers  with  that  of  the 
Master,  and  not  vice  versd,  since  he  deliberately  contradicts 
the  account  given  by  IrensBus  of  the  later  and  degenerate 
school.  He  does  not  touch  on  the  moral  question,  as  this  did 
not  come  within  the  scope  of  his  plan. 

Again,  Irensdus  says  they  recognised  the  moral  indifference 
of  actions,  and  of  universal  licentiousness.  Epiphanius  attri- 
butes the  most  immoral  teaching  to  Basilides  himself.^ 
Clement  teUs  us  that  Basilideans,  who  were  evidently  (from 
the  context)  living  in  his  own  time,  were  more  intemperate 
than  those  who  were  most  intemperate  among  the  Qentiles,  and 
they  defended  their  evil  lives  by  an  abuse  of  the  real  principles 

>  *0  Setyo,  understood  by  CHementy  who  bad  the  context  before  him,  to 
mean  Christ. 

•  Strom^f  iv.  12,  p.  600  «g.  ^  Th  wiBos. 

*  P.  378.  *  Kar  avTvCs. 

«  Ibid.  '  Hot.,  xxiv.  3. 
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of  Baailides,  for  they  pleaded  that  they  had  aathoiity  even 
to  sin  on  account  of  their  perfection,  or  that  they  would 
certainly  be  saved  even  if  they  sinned  now,  on  aoconnt  of 
the  inborn  election.  Bat  he  is  so  far  from  ascribing  immoral 
teaching  to  Basilides  himself  that  he  warns  these  unworthy 
followers  that  the  forefathers  of  their  dogmas  did  not  allow 
them  to  do  these  things ;  and  he  quotes  a  passage  from  the 
Ethics  of  Isidorus  in  order  to  confute  them.^  This  is  a  point 
on  which  Hippolytus  does  not  touch,  and  there  is  nothing 
in  his  account  to  suggest  that  Basilides  was  anything  but  a 
high-minded  man. 

I  think,  then,  we  may  say  that  it  is  demonstrated  that 
Iremeus  does  not  represent  the  opinions  of  the  heremarch. 

We  do  not  appreciate  the  full  meaning  of  Hippolytus* 
departure  from  Iren»us  till  we  observe  that  he  not  only  was 
acquainted  with  the  work  of  the  latter  against  heresies,  and 
made  use  of  it  in  his  treatise,  but  that  in  immediate  con- 
nection with  Basilides  he  transcribed  a  whole  section,  with- 
out acknowledgment,  from  the  older  writer.  Irenaus  classes 
together  Satuminus  or  Satomilus  and  Basilides,  and  treato 
first  of  the  former.  Hippolytus  also  places  the  two  in  juxta- 
position, but  reverses  the  order.  The  article  on  the  Syrian 
heretic  he  simply  copies  from  his  predecessor.  But  of 
Basilides  he  gives  a  far  fuller  and  entirely  different  account. 
What  could  induce  him  to  do  so  except  the  discovery  that 
Irennus  was  ill-informed,  and  the  acquisition  of  what  he 
believed  to  be  the  authentic  source  of  the  heresy  ?  He  may 
have  made  it  his  business  to  procure  a  copy  of  the  Bxegetica^ 
or  induced  some  friend  in  Alexandria  (possibly  Origen?)  to 
send  him  the  necessary  extracta  At  all  events  he  rejects  the 
follies  current  in  the  West,  and  brings  before  us  the  same 
strong  and  serious  thinker  that  we  meet  in  Clement. 
>  Stnm^  liL  i,  pp.  509,  510. 
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One  other  consideration  remains.  Clement,  as  has  been 
said,  gives  us  a  quotation  of  some  length  from  Basilides; 
does  it  admit  of  any  fruitful  comparison  with  Hippolytus? 
I  think  it  does,  though  the  subject  treated  does  not  fall 
within  the  range  of  the  coemical  theory.  It  is  a  favourite 
notion  in  Hippolytus  that  the  third  sonship  was  left  behind 
in  the  iraptrTrep^a,  evepyereiv  icai  €U€fyY€r€i<r6ai.^  It  is  there- 
fore noticeable  that,  in  Clement's  extract,  the  infant  who 
suffers  without  having  previously  sinned  (at  least  in  the 
present  world)  cvcpyererrai.  Another  resemblance  is  found 
in  the  frequency  with  which  the  first  person  singular  is  used, 
4^fAit  Xeya>,  ?&0,  epS  (five  times).  We  have  seen  that  the 
first  person  is  similarly  used  in  the  quotations  of  Hippolytus, 
and  I  venture  to  suggest  that  this  feature  is  more  suited  to 
the  master  defending  his  own  thesis  than  to  some  obscure 
disciple  arguing  on  behalf  of  another.  These  are  certainly 
minor  points,  but  they  are  not  without  their  interest  and 
value  in  connection  with  the  more  substantial  argument 
which  has  preceded. 

It  may  be  worth  while  noticing  in  this  connection  that  in 
another  passage  where  Clement  cites  the  opinion  of  Basilides, 
though  he  does  not  quote  him  verbcUvm,^  we  meet  the  words 
oucrlof  <t>v<ri9,  inrovraxri^i  avyKoraOeo'if,  Krltri^,  showing,  so  far  as 
they  go,  the  Greek  character  of  the  sjrstem.  Of  these  words 
we  meet  in  Hippolytus  with  ^<ri9,'  owria,^  and  rr/<ri9.*  The 
two  former  words  are  far  too  common  in  philosophical  dis- 
cussion for  any  stress  to  be  laid  on  them;  but  the  doctrine 

1  P.  364, 1.  2,  3 ;  368,  L  71 ;  374, 1  64.  65  ;  378,  L  31,  39. 
«  Settwi.,  V.  I,  p.  645. 

»  P.  363,  I.  78-80 ;  p.  368,  L  64 ;  p.  374i  1.  76 ;  p.  376,  1.  78,  86,  93, 
94,4. 

*  P.  3581 1-  89 ;  p-  360, 1. 23, 27. 

»  p.  360, 1.  20 ;  p.  366^  1.  37  ;  p.  372, 1.  31 ;  p.  376, 1.  92,  as  well  as  in  m 
passage  quoted  from  St  Pftul,  p.  368, 1.  75  J  P-  370»  1-  96. 
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that  a  man  knows  God  by  nature  falls  in  with  the  picture 
of  the  regulative  power  of  nature  presented  by  Hippolytna 

To  complete  our  investigation  we  must  consider  the  evidence 
which  is  advanced  to  prove  that  the  system  described  by 
Hippolytus  ia  of  later  date  than  that  which  we  find  in 
IrenaBUB.  The  question  has  been  re-examined  by  Hans 
Stahelin  in  Gebhardt  and  Hamack,  Texte  vmd  UifUersuchungen, 
VI.  Band^  Heft  5,  in  an  essay  on  Die  gnostischen  Qwellen 
Hippdyts,  U.S.W.,  1890.  The  author  starts  with  a  reference 
to  an  article  by  Dr  Salmon,  on  "  The  cross-references  in  the 
*  Philosophumena/ "  which  appeared  in  HermaiheTia  in  1885.^ 

Dr  Salmon  pointed  out  that  there  were  several  suspicious 
agreements  between  the  alleged  writings  of  different  sects 
quoted  by  Hippolytus ;  and  among  other  hypotheses  by  which 
these  might  be  explained,  he  suggested  that  possibly  some 
forger  had  passed  them  off  upon  a  writer  who  was  known  to 
be  a  collector  of  such  goods.  The  main  purpose  of  Stahelin  ia 
to  examine  thoroughly  the  question  which  was  thus  raised ; 
but  he  does  not  confine  himself  to  this  line  of  argument.  The 
more  obscure  heresies  do  not  at  present  concern  us,  and  we 
must  restrict  our  inquiry  to  the  case  of  Basilides. 

The  hypothesis  of  forgery  would  seem  to  me  extremely 
precarious  if  there  were  far  more  resemblances  of  thought  and 
language  than  are  actually  found  between  the  Basilides  of 
Hippolytus  and  his  other  heretics ;  for  forms  of  opinion  and 
of  speech  are  apt  to  become  current  at  any  given  time,  and 
there  is  no  improbability  in  the  supposition  that  successive 
heretics  were  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  their  pre- 
decessors, and  may  even  have  unconsciously  borrowed  from 
them  many  a  phrase  or  metaphor.  However,  the  points  of 
contact  in  the  chapters  on  Basilides  are  very  few.  The  one 
on  which  Stahelin  '  relies  most  is  merely  an  emphatic  way  of 
"  Pp.  389-402.  «  P.  52  9q. 
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expressing  "  every  possible  thing."  In  four  parallel  passages 
there  is  some  resemblance  in  the  turn  of  expression,  and  in  all 
of  them  some  part  of  the  very  ordinary  word  TrapaKelirco  occurs ; 
but  the  phrases  in  each  case  are  different,  and  afford  no  proof 
of  direct  literary  connection.^ 

Another  parallel  with  the  Sethians  is  pointed  out,'  which 
is  much  more  striking  at  first  sight  than  it  is  on  closer 
examination.  The  Sethians  had  two  principles,  light  and 
darkness.  Between  them  was  pure  spirit ;  and  this  spirit  (or 
breath)  was  not  like  a  wind  or  a  breeze,  but  like  "  an  odour  of 
an  unguent  or  of  incense."'  Under  Basilides  we  are  told 
that  the  Holy  Spirit  retained  an  odour  of  the  sonship  which 
had  left  it,  as  a  vessel,  though  empty,  retains  "an  odour  of 
an  unguent "  ^  which  was  once  within  it.^  Here  the  notion  of 
a  sweet-smelling  unguent  is  connected  with  the  Spirit;  but  it 
is  employed  in  one  case  to  distinguish  the  Spirit  from  any- 
thing so  rough  and  strong  as  wind,  whereas  with  Basilides  the 
Spirit  is  the  (rrepiwfia,  and  the  figure  of  the  unguent  is  totally 
different.  The  latter  has  a  far  closer  parallel  in  Horace, — 
"Quo  semel  est  imbuta  recens  servabit  odorem  Testa  diu."* 
The  two  figures  borrowed  from  a  perfume  are  each  so  apt  for 
the  purpose  of  the  writer  that  they  may  easily  be  independent 
of  one  another ;  and  the  common  notion  of  a  dividing  Spirit 
has  its  source  evidently  in  Qenesis  i. 

Another  parallel  to  the  Sethians  is  found  in  the  fact  that, 
according  to  them,  the  object  of  Christ's  coming  was  "to 
disunite  and  separate  the  things  that  have  been  mingled."^ 
This  is  proved  by  the  saying,  "  I  came  not  to  bring  peace  on 
the  earth,  but  a  sword."    So  Basilides  is  made  to  say  that 

^  The  passages  are  p.  200, 1.  60 19. ;  p.  238,  L  90  tg. ;  p.  358,  L  16  ^. ; 
p.  426, 1.  19  «g.  «  P.  27. 

8  it»po^  rts  o^fiii  ^  9vfud/uer 9f,  ▼.  19,  p.  200, 1.  71.         *  /t^pov  ^/lij. 
»  vii.  22,  p.  364,  L  87  «g.  •  Bp.,  L  iL  69,  70. 

^  y.  2 1 ,  p.  2 1 2, 1. 6 1 ,  Zix^M  Kc^  xmpivoi  rk  ffvyKMKpofJpo.    Stahelin,  p.  26  iq. 
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Jesus  is  "the  tirst-fraits  of  the  sorting  of  the  things  that 
have  been  confused"^  Here  the  resemblance  is  confined  to 
the  idea,  for  the  words  are  qnite  different.  But  the  ideas, 
when  examined,  are  found  to  belong  to  opposite  schools  of 
thought.  The  Sethians  were  dualists,  or  rather  believers  in 
iJvree  principles,  and  maintained  that  the  consummation  of 
things  oonsiBted  in  the  separation  of  the  light  and  the  Spirit 
from  the  darkness ;  Basilides  was  a  monist,  and  supposed  that 
the  world-process  consisted  in  evolving  and  sorting  into 
distinct  classes  the  implicit  and  mingled  contents  of  the 
cosmic  seed.  The  fact  that  Basilides  refers  to  the  creative 
Word  in  GenesiB,  and  has  a  couple  of  allusions  to  light  as 
representing  the  good  influences  from  above,  can  prove 
nothing;  for  figures  borrowed  from  light  are  a  common 
property  of  religious  thinkers.  The  two  systems  are  utterly 
different,  and  unlike  in  everything  except  the  very  casual 
resemblances  which  have  been  mentioned.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  a  connection  between  the  Sethians  and  the  Basilideans 
of  Clement  in  the  use  of  the  word  rapaxo^-^  It  would  be 
strange  indeed  if  in  a  mass  of  speculation  belonging  to  the 
same  period  of  the  world's  thought,  and  to  schools  more  or 
less  closely  related  to  one  another,  we  did  not  find  resemblances 
quite  as  marked  as  those  which  have  been  produced. 

Dr  Salmon  caUs  attention  to  the  mention  of  naphtha  in 
illustration  of  the  thought;  but  in  the  case  of  the  Peratao*  the 
point  of  the  comparison  is  that  naphtha  draws  fire  to  itself,  but 
nothing  else,  whereas  with  Basilides^  it  is  that  it  acts  on  fire 
even  at  a  very  great  distance.  Stahelin  admits  that  the  figure 
was  too  common  to  serve  the  purpose  of  the  argument'^ 

That  there  should  be  some  similarities  between  Basilides 

^  P.  378, 1.  16^  17,  &«-apxi)  i^f  ^wX0Jcp«4<r««f  .  .  .  rmr  ^vyKtx^fUrmw. 
»  P.  204, 1.  50.  »  P.  198, 1.  33,  34. 

«  P.  370, 1.  3,  4.  *  P  54. 
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and  Valentinus,  who  were  contemporary  teachers,  and  both 
trained  in  Alexandrian  learning,  is  not  surprising.  Stahelin  ^ 
points  out  a  connection  between  the  great  Archon  of  the  one 
and  the  Demiurge  of  the  other ;  each  supposed  that  he  was 
the  supreme  Qod.  But  there  the  resemblance  ends.  The 
Demiurge  of  Yalentinus  is  fiwpo^  xai  avov^,  and  does  not 
know  that  he  is  the  unwitting  instrument  of  wisdom  in  the 
creation  of  the  world.^  What  a  contrast  this  presents  to  the 
description  of  the  great  Archon  already  given,  6  /jLcya^  <roft>6g, 
who  made  things  with  the  recognized  help  of  his  wiser  Son.* 
Again,  Yalentinus  applies  the  verse  in  Proverbs,  ''The  fear 
of  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom,"  to  the  Demiurge,^ 
as  Basilides  does  to  the  great  Archon.  He  does  so,  however, 
in  a  totally  different  connection.  We  have  seen  that  Clement 
supports  Hippolytus  in  saying  that  the  Basilideans  applied 
this  verse  to  the  astonishment  of  the  Archon;  and  in  the 
same  place  Clement  expresses  the  opinion  that  Yalentinus  had 
similar  thoughts  in  his  mind  in  a  passage  quoted  from  an 
epistle  of  his.  This  may  show  that  Clement  did  not  remember 
any  more  direct  application  of  the  text  by  Yalentinus,  and  is, 
80  far,  unfavourable  to  the  article  on  that  heretic ;  but  it  only 
confirms  the  accoimt  of  Basilide&  That  both  make  a  similar 
use  of  "the  revelation  of  the  sons  of  God,"  and  of  the  saying, 
"  I  am  the  God  of  Abraham,"  etc. ;  that  both  distinguish  the 
God  of  the  Old  Testament  from  the  Supreme  Being ;  and  that 
both  adopt  the  term  ''  Hebdomad,"  is  no  more  than  might  be 
reasonaUy  expected,  for  we  are  not  comparing  two  sjrstems 
which  originated  in  China  and  Peru,  but  two  which  sprang 
out  of  the  same  contemporaneous  culture  and  the  same 
tendencies  of  thought,  and  between  which  there  might  be  a 
direct  literary  connection. 

1  P.  28  iqq.  «  vi.  33,  34,  p.  282, 1.  22,  23  ;  p.  284,  L  72-75- 

»  P.  366, 1.  38-40-  *  P.  280^  L  96-98. 
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Dr  Salmon,  who  snspectB  this  Basilides  to  be  a  Yalentmian 
in  disguise,  calls  attention  to  the  Yalentinian  technical  words, 
Stifiiovfyyo^,  exTprnfiay  totto^*  Afifiiovfyyas,  however,  is  a  very 
common  word  for  creator,  and  it  is  not  used  in  any  technical 
sense  by  Basilides.  He  uses  Sfifiiovpy^opro^  of  the  Supreme 
Not-being  Qod^  The  term  Sfifiiovfyyo^  is  applied  to  both 
Archons.^  Moreover,  this  sort  of  language  is  not  confined 
to  the  account  in  Hippolytus.  In  the  short  article  of 
Theodoret*  we  find  SrjfAiovpyla  and  Sfifuovpy^au  "^Em-pc^fia 
is  used  once,  of  the  sonship  left  behind  in  the  formlessness ; 
but  it  is  obvious  from  the  context  that  the  expression  is 
borrowed  from  St  Paul,*  and  not  from  Yalentinus,  the  whole 
conception  being  supported  by  quotations  from  the  Epistles, 
and  an  application  of  the  Apostle's  experience  to  the  destinies 
of  this  third  sonship.  The  word  roiro^  is  found  twice :  "  This 
place  is  called  Hebdomad,"^  and,  the  first  sonship  left  the 
Holy  Spirit "  in  an  appropriate  place."  •  "  Place  "  is  not  a  very 
distinctive  word,  and  as  a  variation  from  totto;  we  meet  with 
Xiuplov^  and  x^ipa?  Epiphanius  too  employs  the  word  roiro" 
Oecta  in  describing  the  system  of  Basilides,^  and  Irenieus 
mentions  the  locales  positionea  of  the  heavens.  Clement,  too, 
in  arguing  against  Basilides,  refers  to  cosmic  things  as  tov 
TOTTouy*  Some  such  terms  are  required  by  the  theory;  but 
Sia<rTfj/jia  is  the  technical  word.  We  may  concede  that  the 
"  fieOopiov  TTvevfia  of  this  Basilides  "  is  "  closely  related  to  the 
Yalentinian  0/009."  But  the  ideas  which  are  represented  by 
such  phrases  may  be  common  to  two  systems  which  are  f unda- 

1  P.  362, 1.  77. 

'  To  the  great  one,  p.  366, 1.  38,  40 ;  to  the  second,  p.  368,  L  60 ;  p.  378, 
1.  2a    Once  the  reference  is  not  quite  clear,  p.  374, 1.  62. 
«  Hcgret,  fob.  compend.^  i.  iv.  ♦  i  Cor.  xv.  8. 

*  P.  368,1.59.  «  P.  376, 1.5. 

'  P.  362,  L  82  ;  p.  364,  L  84,  85.  »  P.  376,  L  85. 

•  Bar.,  xxiv.  7.  ^^  Strong  iv.  26,  p.  639. 
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mentally  distinct.  We  have  a  more  striking  example  of  the 
use  of  the  same  technical  term  in  Epiphanius'  express  ascrip- 
tion to  the  Basilideans  of  the  word  vcrrepnfia^  which  we 
associate  with  the  doctrine  of  Valentinua  It  is  also  to  be 
observed  that  Clement  more  than  once  couples  Basilides  or  his 
followers  with  Yalentinus.  He  does  so  in  the  passage  already 
referred  to  about  "  the  fear  of  the  Lord."  He  does  so  again  in 
connection  with  the  Basilidean  doctrine  that  the  passions  were 
appendages'  to  the  soul,'  and  once  more  in  reference  to  the 
natural  eternity  of  genus.^  I  am  therefore  unable  to  see  that 
the  common  terms  and  ideas  which  faintly  tinge  these  two 
systems  have  any  tendency  to  prove  that  'the  account  in 
Hippolytus  is  a  Valentinian  forgery.* 

Stahelin  seems  to  feel  how  very  precarious  this  line  of 
reasoning  is,  and  relies  more  upon  the  internal  inconsistencies 
and  follies  of  the  system  described  by  Hippolytus,  and  its 
deviations  from  older  and  more  authentic  accounts.  One  or 
two  slight  inconsistencies  of  expression,  such  as  the  ascrip- 
tion of  beauty  to  the  "Not-being  God,"  who  was  above  all 
predicates,  are  no  proof  of  want  of  originality.  These  are 
only  the  inevitable  failure  of  even  strong  thinkers  to  maintain 
themselves  throughout  at  the  same  high  level  of  abstract 
thought.  There  is,  however,  one  inconsistency  which  may 
be  considered  too  serious  to  be  reconciled  with  unity  of 
authorship.  In  speaking  of  the  three  hundred  and  sixty- 
five  heavens  the  writer  appears  to  commit  himself  to  a 
system  of  emanation  instead  of  his  usual  evolution.^  The 
passage  does  not  expressly  describe  a  system  of  emanation; 
but  I  fully  admit  that  it  does  not  seem  of  a  piece  with 
the  rest  of  the  account.    But  then,  unfortunately  for  the 

»  Strom.,  ii.  20,  p.  488.  ♦  t4pos.    Strom,,  iv,  13,  p.  603. 

'  See  p.  402  of  Dr  Salmon's  article.     *  Stahelin,  p.  81. 
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argument,  it  is  a  parenthesiB  which  fits  rather  uneasily  into 
its  place,  and  is  not  in  the  least  required ;  and,  as  we  have 
seen,  it  is  ascribed,  not  to  Basilides,  but  to  the  Basilideans.  I 
am  inclined  to  think  that  Hippolytus  has  here  inserted  an 
incongruous  feature  derived  from  his  knowledge  of  the  later 
and  degenerate  school. 

In  comparing  Hippolytus  with  other  writers,  Stahelin^ 
quietly  classes  Irenaaus  and  Clement  together,  and  finds  that 
the  deviations  come  under  two  heads:  first,  Hippolytus 
teaches  a  system  of  evolution,  and  the  others  one  of 
emanation;  secondly,  the  former  presents  a  monistic,  the 
latter  a  dualistic  scheme.  This  classification  of  authorities 
cannot  be  admitted.  We  have  seen  that  Hippolytus  and 
Clement  stand  together  against  Irenieus,  and  that  the  latter 
cannot  be  regarded  as  an  authority  for  the  teaching  of  the 
founder  of  the  school.  Stahelin  makes  no  attempt  to  meet 
the  arguments  by  which  this  is  established,  and  does  not 
seem  aware  of  their  existence.  In  estimating  the  alleged 
deviations,  therefore,  we  may  confine  our  attention  to  Clement 
and  Hippolytus. 

It  is  perf ectiy  true  that  Hippolytus  not  only  describes  a 
monistic  system,  but  asserts  in  the  strongest  way  that 
Basilides  was  a  monist,  and  specially  avoided  emanation; 
for  what  sort  of  emanation,  he  makes  him  ask,  or  what  sort 
of  matter,  could  God  require  to  work  up  a  Cosmos,  like  a 
spider  spinning  its  threads,  or  a  man  working  up  bronze  or 
wood  ?  ^  This  statement  is  the  more  noticeable  because  it  is 
such  an  express  contradiction  to  the  known  view  of  Irennus, 
and  Hippolytus  must  have  been  convinced  that  he  had  the 


1  See  p.  88  iqq. 

^  C.  22,  p.  360,  L  25  iqq.  The  woid  for  emanation  ia  vpofio^i. 
Epiphanius  says  the  yovt,  etc,  tpQ^ifixitrai  (Z.c.,  i\  for  which  Irensens  has 
naJlwm.    Paeado-Tert.  has  jtto&o^;  Theodoret,  irp0/SAi|0^yai. 
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aaihority  of  Basilides  himself  for  making  it.  But  what 
does  Clement  say  ?  Unf orttmately  he  is  absolutely  silent  on 
this  point.  Stahelin  cites  only  two  neutral  statements  as 
evidence  that  Clement  agrees  with  Irenceus  on  this  subject. 
One  is  that  justice  and  peace  are  included  in  the  ogdoad.^ 
As  Irenseus  does  not  mention  justice,  peace,  or  an  ogdoad, 
this  reference  does  not  go  far  in  proving  the  agreement  of 
the  two  writers;  and  the  only  way  in  which  a  doctrine  of 
emanation  can  be  extracted  from  it  is  by  piecing  it  on  to 
IrensBus'  account  of  the  derivation  of  N{^,  liOgob,  etc., — a 
proceeding  which  is  quite  unwarrantabla  By  way  of  a 
second  statement  it  is  alleged  that  Clement  makes  the  Nfks 
or  SioKovoi  of  the  highest  Qod  come  down,  and  unite  himself 
with  the  man  Jesus  from  the  baptism  to  the  Passion.^  If 
this  were  correct,  it  would  not  establish  a  doctrine  of 
emanation ;  but  it  is  not  correct,  for  Clement  only  says  that 
the  Basilideans  affirmed  that  the  dove  was  the  Stwcovo^.  The 
rest  of  the  statement  is  made  up  out  of  Iremeus, — a  most 
misleading  way  of  presenting  evidence,  for  there  is  nothing 
elsewhere  in  Clement  to  justify  it.'  Stahelin  thinks  that  the 
authority  which  Hippolytus  follows  retained,  inconsistently, 
some  traces  of  the  original  doctrine  of  emanation.  We  have 
already  discussed  the  reference  to  the  three  hundred  and 
sixty-five  heavens ;  and  we  need  only  add  now  that  they  are 
called  KTitreig,  and  not  emanations.  In  what  way  the  ascrip- 
tion of  beauty  to  the  Supreme  points  to  emanation  I  confess 
I  am  unable  to  comprehend,  and  therefore  cannot  estimate 
the  force  of  the  mysterious  argument  which  I  suppose  it 
must  contain. 

In  coming  to  the  alleged  dualism  Stahelin  has  to  admit 

1  8tram.y  iv.  25,  p.  637.  *  Excerpt  ex  Theod.,  xvi.  p.  962. 

'  The  ZidKopos  is  alluded  to  in  connection  with  the  Baptism  in  Strorrk.,  ii. 
8,  p.  449,  but  without  any  explanation  of  its  meaning. 
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that  there  is  nothing  about  it  in  IrensBOS^;  but  he  roundly 
asserts  that  according  to  Clement  the  system  was  dualistic.' 
If  this  were  true,  our  whole  argument  would  have  to  be 
abandoned,  for  the  coincidences  which  have  been  pointed  out 
could  not  be  weighed  against  a  difference  so  fundamental 
But  the  evidence  in  support  of  this  confident  statement  is 
of  the  most  shadowy  description.  Clement  charges  Basilides 
with  making  the  devil  divine,  because  he  regarded  the 
sufferings  of  martyrdom  as  a  punishment  (though  an  honour- 
able one)  for  sin  committed  in  a  previous  life ;  and  he  farther 
promises  to  discuss  the  doctrines  of  metempsychosis  and  of 
the  devil  on  a  proper  occasion.^  Therefore,  says  Hilgenf eld,* 
Basilides'  doctrine  of  the  devil  must  have  been  as  peculiar 
as  his  doctrine  of  metempsychosis;  and  wherein  can  its 
peculiarity  have  consisted  except  in  its  dualism  ?  We  might 
readily  answer,  in  anything  rather  than  dualism;  for  the 
ordinary  doctrine  of  the  devil  touches  dualism  so  closely  that 
it  is  in  some  danger  of  being  confounded  with  it.  And 
certainly  the  expression  ''making  the  devil  divine"*  points 
rather  to  the  rigid  monism  of  a  pantheistic  hypothesis.  This 
interpretation  exactly  suits  the  argument,  so  far  as  it  is 
unfolded.  Clement  thought  that  martyrdoms  were  due  to  a 
power  hostile  to  God,  and  that  in  enduring  them  Christians 
were  fighting  on  the  side  of  God  against  the  devil.  Basilides 
could  not  admit  the  existence  of  a  power  hostile  to  God,  and, 
as  he  believed  that  God  would  not  inflict  suffering  except 
as  a  punishment  for  sin,  he  was  obliged  to  suppose  that 
martyrdoms  were  punishments.  The  peculiarity,  therefore, 
of  his  doctrine  of  the  devil  must  have  been  that  he  regarded 
the  devil  as  the  instrument  of  Gkxl,  who  helped  to  put  his 

1  P.  89.  *  P.  92.  *  Str<m,y  iv.  12,  p.  601. 

^  Ketzergeschichte,  p.  221,  quoted  by  Stahelio,  p.  90. 
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penal  providence  into  execution.  This  divine  devil,  accord- 
ingly, seems  to  prove  that  the  Basilides  of  Clement  was  a 
monist,  and  not  a  dualist,  and  must  have  been  sufficiently 
peculiar  to  deserve  notice  on  a  proper  occasion.^ 

The  only  other  argument  is  too  frail  to  grasp.  There  might 
be  a  primitive  confusion,  and  passions  might  be  regarded  as 
appendages,  under  either  form  of  doctrine ;  for  every  system 
must  admit  the  reality  of  differentiation,  the  existence  of 
multiplicity  and  incongruity  being  the  given  fact  which  has 
to  be  explained.  Which  form  of  explanation  Basilides 
adopted,  Clement  does  not  inform  us ;  and  I  cannot  concede 
that  in  retaining  the  words,  confusion,  sorting,  restoration, 
Hippolytus  is  allowing  the  original  dualism  to  peep  through ; 
for  no  one  who  was  not  engaged  upon  an  inquisition  would 
feel  the  impropriety  of  the  languaga  As  to  the  irpoa-apnifjiaTa, 
these  are  not  offshoots  from  a  positive  realm  of  evil,  but  the 
clinging  qualities  of  the  animal,  the  vegetable,  and  the  mineral 
in  us ;  and  virtue  consists  in  overcoming  this  rij^  eXarrovo^  ev 
^fjLiv  icr/ccws.*  Such  a  view  is  quite  in  harmony  with  a 
monistic  system  of  evolution. 

An  argument  of  a  different  kind  is  founded  on  the 
resemblances,  already  dealt  with,  between  the  Sethians  and 
Basilides;  for  these  resemblances,  says  Stahelin,  show  that 
the  latter  must  have  been  originally  as  dualistic  as  the 
former.'  This  argument  rests  on  the  assumption  that  a 
monist  may  not  on  any  account  use  a  figure  or  a  phrase 
which  has  ever  been  employed  by  a  dualist,  and  it  is  difficult 
to  see  the  validity  of  this  canon  of  criticism.  But  if  the 
article  on  the  Sethians  be,  as  is  alleged,  a  forgery,  we  arrive 

1  This  explanation,  which  I  reached  qnite  independently,  was  suggested 
by  Qieseler  {Theol,  Stud.  u.  KrUik^  1830,  p.  379X  as  I  learn  from  Jacobi, 
^  Das  arspningliche  Basilidianische  System,"  in  the  Zeitsdurift  fur  Kirehen- 
gesdMUe^  1877,  vol.  i.  p.  528. 

*  Quoted  from  Isidore,  Stram.f  ii.  20,  p.  488.  '  P.  27  <;.,  80,  81. 
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at  the  still  stranger  canon  that*  no  monist  can  use  a  figure 
or  a  phrase  which  it  is  possible  for  any  forger  of  a  dnalistie 
system  within  a  century  afterwards  to  adopt  Such  argu- 
ments only  betray  the  weakness  of  the  cause  which  they  are 
intended  to  support 

The  one  really  serious  argument  remains.  There  is  extant 
in  a  Latin  translation  "  The  Acts  of  the  Disputation  between 
Archelaus  and  Manes."^  These  Acts  appear  to  be  as  early  as 
the  fourth  century,  if  not  written  at  the  end  of  the  third  ';  but 
the  author  is  unknown,  and  it  is  not  certain  whether  they  were 
originally  written  in  Greek  or  Syriac*  We  there*  learn  that 
"there  was  also  a  preacher  among  the  Persians,  a  certain  Basi- 
lides,of  greater  antiquity,not  long  after  the  times  of  our  Apostles, 
who  being  himself  also  a  crafty  man,  and  seeing  that  at  that 
time  everything  was  already  preoccupied,  wished  to  maintain 
that  dualism  which  was  also  in  favour  with  Scythianua" 
The  writer  "  cites  the  beginning  of  the  thirteenth  book  of  his 
treatises  (tractatuum),  in  which  it  was  said  that  '  the  saving 
word '  (the  Gospel)  by  means  of  the  parable  of  the  rich  man 
and  the  poor  man  pointed  out  the  source  from  which  nature 
(or  a  nature)  without  a  root  and  without  a  place  germinated 
and  extended  itself  over  things  (rebus  supervenientem,  unde 
pullulaverit).  He  breaks  off  a  few  words  later,  and  adds  that 
after  some  five  hundred  lines  Basilides  invites  his  reader  to 
abandon  idle  and  curious  elaborateness  (varietate),  and  to 
investigate  rather  the  studies  and  opinions  of  barbarians  on 

1  Routh,  BeUquia  Saercs^  vol.  v. 

*  Jacob!  gives  reaaoxu  for  placing  them  shortly  before  or  after  325  a.d. 
L.c^  p.  496  iq. 

'  Jaoobi  tries  to  show  that  the  author  wrote  in  Greek,  and  probably 
belonged  to  Kgypt.  Lx^  p.  493  sqq,  Hamack  thinka  the  original  was 
Syriac,  appealing  to  the  authority  of  K.  Kessler  ('*  Die  Acta  Archehd  und 
das  Diateesaron  Tatians,"  1883,  in  the  TexU  vmd  UnUnuchangm^  vol.  i. 

p.  137  •?.). 
«  Cap.  Iv. 
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good  and  evil.  Certain  of  them,  Basilides  states,  said  that 
there  are  two  beginnings  of  all  things,  light  and  darkness."  ^ 
The  date  of  this  Basilides,  the  thirteen  books,  and  the 
exposition  of  a  parable  seem  to  point  to  our  Alexandrian 
heresiarch,  and  this  is  confirmed  by  the  reference  to  barbarians, 
for  we  learn  from  Agrippa  Castor,  alleged  by  Eusebius  to  be  a 
contemporary  writer,  that  Basilides  ''named  as  prophets  to 
himself  Barcabbas  and  Barcoph,  appointing  also  some  other 
non-existent  persons,  and  that  he  assigned  to  them  barbarous 
appellations  to  astonish  those  who  stand  in  awe  of  such 
things";'  but  I  confess  I  cannot  recognise  him  in  a  ''preacher 
among  the  Persians,"  and  a  man  who  "had  nothing  of  his 
own  to  assert."  The  writer,  too,  has  previously  mentioned  the 
heretic  along  with  Marcion  and  Valentinus,'  so  that  we  might 
expect  some  indication  that  the  same  person  was  referred  to, 
even  though  the  two  passages  are  addressed  to  different 
people.  Dr  Hort  thinks  "  the  evidence  for  the  identity  of  the 
two  writers  may  on  the  whole  be  treated  as  preponderating  " ; 
but  certainly  the  question  is  by  no  means  free  from  doubt.^ 
If  we  assume  the  identity,  we  have  to  consider  the  value  to 
be  attached  to  the  statements  of  the  writer.  We  do  not  know 
who  he  was.  He  has  made  a  strange  blunder  in  calling 
BasiUdes  a  preacher  among  the  Persians.  He  asserts  that  all 
Basilides'  books  "contain  things  difficult  and  rugged,"  so  that 
he  may  conceivably  have  misunderstood  what  was  before 
him.  As  Dr  Hort  points  out,  "  his  language  ...  is  loose,  as 
if  he  were  not  sure  of  his  ground ;  and  the  quotation  which 
he  gives  by  no  means  bears  him  out.  ...  It  assuredly  re- 

1  Dr  Hort,  in  the  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biograipkyy  i  p.  276  b. 

*  Eaaeb.,  H.  E^  iv.  7.  *  Cap.  xzzriii. 

*  Jacobi,  in  supposing  that  the  writer  referred  to  the  well-known 
Basihdes,  treats  the  statement  that  he  was  a  preacher  among  the  Persians 
as  entirely  unworthy  of  credit,  and  thinks  that  the  author  deemed  an 
ancient  heretic  unworthy  of  exact  study.    L.c.,  pp.  493,  507. 
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quires  considerable  straining  to  draw  the  brief  interpretation 
given  of  the  parable  to  a  Manichean  position,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  author  of  it  himself  adopted  the 
first  set  of  '  barbarian '  opinions  which  he  reported.  Indeed^ 
the  description  of  evil  (for  evil  doubtless  is  intended)  as  a 
awpervenierU  nature,  witJumt  root  and  without  place,  reads 
almost  as  if  it  were  directed  against  Persian  doctrine,  and 
may  be  fairly  interpreted  by  Basilides'  comparison  of  pain 
and  fear  to  the  rust  of  iron  as  natural  accident&''  I  think 
this  is  just  criticism,  and  that  we  cannot  place  much 
confidence  in  the  judgment  of  our  anonymous  informant. 
Jacobi  believes  that  this  passage  was  cited  to  illustrate  the 
obscurity,  and  not  the  dualism,  of  Basilides.  But,  however 
this  may  be,  he  is  in  full  agreement  with  the  interpretation 
of  the  passage  given  by  Dr  Hort,  and  points  out  that  it 
contradicts  the  doctrine  ascribed  by  implication  to  Basilides 
in  Epiphanius'  reference  to  a  pl^a  rod  kolkov}  and  further  that, 
in  proper  dualism,  the  evil  principle  could  not  be  described 
as  "poor."*  It  appears,  therefore,  that,  if  this  citation  has 
preserved  a  genuine  fragment  of  Basilides,  it  confirms,  instead 
of  contradicting,  the  results  of  our  investigation.  The  writer 
introduces  the  second  quotation  only  that  he  may  confirm  by 
"certain  testimonies"  his  assertion  that  Scythianus  was  the 
real  founder  of  the  dualism  preached  by  Manes,  and  that  this 
Scythianus  was  a  barbarian.  It  is  quite  appropriate,  there- 
fore, to  quote  a  passage  from  Basilides  in  which  he  says  that 
some  of  the  barbarians  were  dualists;  but  as  our  author 
evidently  found  Basilides  rather  beyond  his  comprehension, 
he  may  have  hastily  concluded  that  he  wished  to  maintain 
{vet/wit  affi/rTJMvre)  the  opinions  which  he  quoted.  As  Jacobi 
remarks,  he  would  not  have  ascribed  to  the  heresiarch  a 
mere  wish  to  maintain  dualism  if  he  had  found  explicit 
*  HoBT^  xxiv.  6.  *  2/.C,  p.  498  »gg. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


STRANGENESS  d^^THBJ  SYSTEM  329 

paesages  suited  to  his  purpose.^  On  the  whole,  then,  if  we 
had  no  other  evidence,  we  might  think  it  right  to  accept 
provisionally  the  testimony  of  this  writer;  bnt  when  this 
testimony  is  found  to  be  wanting  in  clearness  and  self- 
consistency,  while  it  is  opposed  to  our  most  trustworthy 
authorities,  I  think  we  must  not  hesitate  to  reject  it. 

The  final  argument  of  Stahelin  is  that  some  of  the  articles 
are  so  strange  that  they  are  most  easily  understood  as  the 
production  of  a  man  who  was  secretly  mocking  the  whole 
Gnostic  movement^  Under  Basilides  he  refers  to  the  doctrine 
that  "  Not-being  God  made  a  not-being  world  out  of  not-being 
things,"^  and  to  the  notion  of  "the  great  ignorance."  No 
doubt  the  former  doctrine  sounds  rather  strange  to  modem 
ears ;  but  it  is  the  natural  outcome  of  a  tendency  of  thought 
prevalent  at  Alexandria,  and  marks  the  genuine  and  original 
thinker  rather  than  the  mocking  forger.  The  absolute  must 
be  a  simple  unity,  elevated  above  all  predicates;  for  pre- 
dicates imply  comparison  and  differentiation.  Philo  tried  to 
express  this  idea  by  calling  God  6  &v  or  to  ov.  But  this 
was  not  sufficiently  abstract  for  later  thinkers.  Plotinus 
maintained  that  the  unit^  transcended  both  reason  and 
essence^;  the  former,  because  reason  involves  the  distinction 
of  thinker  and  thought ;  the  latter,  because  being  and  reason 
are  identical^  Basilides  anticipated  this  lofty  abstraction. 
He  did  not  mean  to  deny  what  we  should  call  the  reality  of 
God,  but  to  indicate  that  he  was  such  as  creation  could 
neither  denote  by  speech  nor  contain  in  thought,^  that  he 

*  2/.C.,  p.  507.  *  P.  106. 

>  Ofrit  Ay  9%U  iwbiirt  nUiim^  ^Ok  ^a  4^  ohtt  6prmr.     P.  358, 1.  6,  7. 

*  n  ly. 

*  'EWirctra  r«v  ical  Micf  ira  •Mas.  As  Maziael  points  out  (OnotUe  Herenes^ 
p.  146  jg.X  the  latter  statement  is  derived  from  Plato,  oU  o^vias  6^0$  rw 
kyti$9Vf  it\K'  in  MK9iwa  riit  oMas  9p€&$ti^  xui  9vpd/ut  ^tpdxorros  (Bepub^ 
▼i.  19,  p.  509  b). 

'  See  Ueberweg's  account  of  Plotinus.  '  P.  360, 1.  20. 
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was  inoomprehenaible/  that  he  was  above  all  names,*  and 
beyond  all  thought  and  characterisation.'  We  mnst  explain 
the  ''not-being  world"  in  a  similar  way.  It  was  incapable 
of  predicates  until  the  process  of  differentiation  and  mul- 
tiplicity began.  Similarly,  ''nothing"  means  none  of  the 
things  that  are  named,  or  are  apprehended  by  sensation  or 
by  thonght^  This  is  a  daring  attempt  to  solve  the  pro- 
f omidest  of  metaphysical  problems,  and  may  or  may  not  be 
satisfactory ;  bat  it  does  not  mark  the  jesting  forger. 

The  doctrine  of  the  great  ignorance  is  one  of  singular 
originality.  The  whole  process  of  creation  is  conceived  as 
a  straggling  upwards  of  all  things.  This  involves  a  con- 
tinual groaning  and  travailing,  till  the  revelation  of  the  scms 
of  Qod  takes  place.  But  when,  through  the  emancipation  of 
the  third  sonship,  this  is  accomplished,  Qod  will  stop  the 
ceaseless  pain  and  sighing  by  compassionately  bringing  on  the 
Cosmos  the  great  ignorance,  in  order  that  all  things  may 
remain  according  to  nature,  and  nothing  desire  anytiiing 
contrary  to  its  nature,  and  tiiat  no  soul  may  be  tortured 
by  desiring  impossibilities,  as  though  a  fish  were  to  desire 
to  feed  upon  the  mountains  with  sheep.*^  It  is  a  curious 
thought,  but  one  not  without  beauty  and  pity;  and  this 
blessed  ignorance  is  a  fitting  close  to  the  process  of  evolu- 
tion, when  the  restoration  of  all  things  will  be  accomplished, 
and  every  part  of  creation  have  reached  its  allotted  goal 

We  must  add,  in  conclusion,  that  the  case  of  Basilides  is 
very  different  from  that  of  the  more  obscure  heretical  sects. 
In  their  case  some  forged  documents  might  be  passed  off  upon 
Hippolytus,  but  Basilides  was  a  well-known  writer,  and 
there  could  have  been  no  serious  difficulty  in  obtainiog  a 

1  P.  370, 1.  2.  »  P.  362, 1.  81. 

'  P.  364, 1.  84.    The  last  two  statements  refer  immediately  to  his  "  place." 
*  P.  358, 1.  91-^3.  •  C.  27. 
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copy  of  his  works  through  the  regular  channels.  He  was 
the  author  of  twenty-four  books  on  "the  Gospel,"*  as  we 
are  informed  by  Eusebius  on  the  authority  of  Agrippa 
Castor*;  and  Clement,  who  apparently  refers  to  this 
voluminous  work  under  the  title  of  Exegetica,^  evidently 
considered  its  thoughts  sufficiently  weighty  to  deserve  con- 
sideration. If  Hippolytus  seriously  wished  to  know  the 
principal  contents  of  so  important  a  composition,  it  is  very 
unlikely  that  he  would  have  placed  himself  in  untrustworthy 
hands.  This  improbability  is  greatly  increased  by  the  fact 
that  the  account  which  he  gives  is  not  the  result  of  first 
impressions,  but  is  a  departure  as  deliberate  as  it  is  complete, 
not  only  from  the  representations  of  his  master  Irensdus,  but 
from  those  which  he  himself  gave  at  an  earlier  period  in  his 
**  Compendium," — ^if  at  least  it  is  rightly  supposed  that  that 
work  is  substantially  preserved  in  the  summary  of  Pseudo- 
Tertullian.  What  reasonable  explanation  can  be  given  of  so 
remarkable  a  change  except  that  Hippolytus,  having  made 
himself  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  Basilides  himself,  dis- 
covered that  the  accounts  of  the  system  which  were  current 
in  the  west  when  he  was  a  youth  were  totally  incorrect  ?  * 

I  am  unable,  then,  to  attach  any  serious  force  to  the 
arguments  by  which  the  hypothesis  of  forgery  is  supported ; 
and  on  a  survey  of  the  whole  case,  I  think  the  evidence 
renders  it  highly  probable  that  the  writer  quoted  by 
Hippolytus  is  Basilides  himself.  If  this  conclusion  be 
correct,  Basilides  used  the  Fourth  Qospel  as  one  of  a  set 
of  writings  known  as  "the  Gospels." 

1  Not  "his"  Qospel,  as  Stahdin  says,  patting  '^ his"  in  inverted  commas, 
p.  89. 

*  H.  E.y  iv.  7.  "  Strom,y  iv.  12,  p.  599. 

*  We  may  notice  especially  the  use  of  probola  by  Pieado-Tertullian,  and 
the  emphatic  statement  of  Hippolytus  that  Basilides  entirely  rejected  the 
ideas  connected  with  this  word. 
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NAASSSNI,  PERATiB,  ALOGI,  AND  DOCSTiB. 

HiPPOLTTUS  gives  an  account  of  yet  earlier  heretics  than  those 
whose  views  we  have  been  considering.  In  describing  the 
opinions  of  the  Naasseni  and  Perataa,^  he  follows  his  usual 
plan  of  quoting  heretical  writers ;  but  as  he  does  not,  prior  to 
his  citations,  name  the  founders  of  the  schools,  and  gives  us 
no  sort  of  clue  to  the  authorship  or  dates  of  the  works  which 
he  quotes,  we  cannot  feel  any  confidence  that  the  quotations 
carry  us  far  back  into  the  second  century.  In  the  course, 
indeed,  of  his  exposition  of  the  Peratic  doctrine  he  refers  to 
two  founders  (apxvyol)  of  the  herefify  under  the  names  of 
Euphrates  the  Peratic  (probably  one  from  beyond  the  river, 
from  the  remote  east)  and  Celbes  the  Carystian  (from  Carystus, 
a  town  in  the  south  of  Euboeay  These  men  are  mentioned 
also  in  an  earlier  part  of  the  work,'  and  again  in  the  summary 
in  the  last  book.^  Theodoret,  who  closely  follows  the 
summary  of  Hippolytus,  naturally  introduces  these  heretics^; 
and  Origen  tells  us  that  the  Ophites  ''  boasted  that  a  certain 

^  V.  6-18.  The  former  name  is  equivalent  to  Ophites,  ra«s  being  the 
Hebrew  of  6  $^is  (§  6,  p.  132).  The  Perats  called  themselves  so  because 
they  alone  were  able,  through  their  superior  knowledge,  9uK$9v  tcmi  vffpfi^si 
r^  ^9pdi^,  which  was  to  come  on  everything  ypwnriw  (§  16,  p.  190). 

«  V.  13,  p.  182. 

'  iv.  2,  where  the  latter  is  called  Acembes. 

^  X.  10^  where  the  second  name  stands  first,  in  the  form  of  Ademes. 

*  Hcaret,  Fab,  CkmpmL^  i  17. 

33a 
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Euphrates  was  the  introducer  of  their  impious  doctrines."^ 
These  may  be  the  names  of  real  men ;  but  we  know  nothing 
of  their  lives  or  datea  We  are  not  even  informed  whether 
they  were  authors ;  and  it  might  be  that,  though  they  were 
the  founders  of  the  sect,  their  doctrines  were  committed  to 
writing  only  by  their  successors.  Hippolytus,  indeed,  in  the 
section  following  that  in  which  he  names  the  heresiarchs 
refers  with  unusual  explicitness  to  /xlav  tipg  tcov  irap*  avroig 
Soia^ofjLcvwv  BlpKiov,  from  which  he  gives  an  extraordinary 
quotation,  about  two  pages  long ;  but  he  supplies  no  hint  of 
the  authorship,  and  it  may  have  been  an  anonymous  publi- 
cation. He  adds  that  the  rest  of  their  books  contain  the  same 
kind  of  thing ;  and  I  can  see  no  ground  even  for  a  plausible 
conjecture  in  each  instance  from  what  author  the  extracts  are 
derived.  In  this  case,  then,  there  is,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  no 
evidence  to  discuss.  Still  it  is  important  to  observe  that  the 
Fourth  Gospel  is  frequently  referred  to;  for  we  thus  learn 
that  the  representatives  of  the  earliest  Gnosticism  agreed  with 
the  Catholics  in  acknowledging  its  authority.^  There  is  no 
allusion  to  the  authorship  of  the  book,  but  it  is  quoted  as 
though  it  were  well-known  and  recognised  Scripture.  The 
first  quotation  is  introduced  by  to  yeypafifievov,  others  by  to 
€ipfj/jL€V0Vi  elpijKeu  6  (ramip,  or  some  similar  expression. 

Now,  quite  apart  from  any  particular  evidence  of  the  early 
existence  of  the  Gospel  which  we  have  found  among  the 
Gnostics,  I  cannot  but  agree  with  those  who  regard  its  wide 
acceptance  by  the  heretics  as  a  most  significant  fact — a  fact 
which  becomes  more  impressive  when  we  remember  that  the 
one  great  sect  which  disowned  its  authority  would  find  in  its 

1  Cont.  Osl$^  yi  28,  p.  351.  See  the  Diet,  of  Christ.  Biog.  for  conjectures 
about  Enphiates. 

3  It  is  quoted  or  referred  to  p.  148, 1.  24  ;  150^  1.  55  ;  152, 1.  74,  91,  92  ; 
154,18-9;  156,1.48;  I58»l.  83-84;  i66,Li3;  172,15,12,13;  178,1.2; 
192, 1.  52  ;  194, 1.  58  ;  196, 1.  22,  23  ;  198, 1,  32. 
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aUeged  Johannine  authorship  a  sufficient  reason  for  its 
rejection.  That  not  only  the  Catholic  Church  scattered 
throughout  so  many  lands,  but  such  diverse  schools  of 
heretics  in  east  and  west,  who  were  so  glad  to  pierce  every 
weak  place  in  the  Catholic  armour,  should  agree  to  accept  as 
apostolic  a  work  which  was  first  published  in  the  very  heat  of 
their  controversies,  is  not  easily  believed.  Men  of  even  the 
smallest  understanding  would  have  wanted  to  know  why  the 
book  had  been  concealed  so  long,  and  some  plausible  story 
would  have  been  required  to  account  for  so  strange  a  fact 
But  so  far  as  we  know,  not  a  single  controversialist  took 
advantage  of  his  opportunitiea  By  a  tadt  conspiracy 
between  inveterate  foes  a  most  damaging  circumstance  was 
buried  in  eternal  oblivion ;  and  the  opposing  armies  in  Europe, 
Asia,  and  Africa  agreed  to  respect  as  ancient  what  they  knew 
to  be  modem.  The  general  probabilities  of  the  case,  then, 
support  the  conclusion  which  we  have  reached  by  an  ex- 
amination of  details,  that  the  Qospel  is  older  than  the  great 
Gnostic  controversies,  and  was  securely  estabUshed  in  the 
respect  of  Christians  before  the  serious  divisions  in  the  Church 
began. 

Thus  far  we  have  had  a  uniform  testimony;  but  happily 
for  those  who  are  unable  to  accept  the  apostolic  authorship  of 
the  Gospel,  the  harmony  is  broken  by  one  discordant  note, 
and  the  Alogi  are  fondled  with  a  tenderness  suitable  to  their 
small  dimensions.  Schurer,  who  is  a  careful  inquirer,  sets 
great  store  upon  their  opinion,  and  founds- on  it  a  very  serious 
conclusion.  He  says  we  know,  "through  Irenseus  and 
Epiphanius,  that  there  was  a  party  in  the  Church  in  the 
second  century  which  did  not  acknowledge  the  Gospel  of 
John  as  apostolic  or  canonical.  .  .  .  These  opponents  of  the 
Gospel  of  John  were  not  heretics,  but  a  party  in  the  Church. 
How  could  such  a  party  venture  to  reject  the  Gospel  if  its 
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iqpostolic  origin  was  known  and  acknowledged?  They  had 
dogmatic  grounds,  to  be  sore,  for  the  rejection.  But  after  the 
apostolic  origin  of  the  New  Testament  Scriptures  was  once 
acknowledged  by  the  Church,  parties  set  on  one  side  the 
strongest  dogmatic  points  which  were  not  oonyenient  to  them 
in  quite  another  way — ^not  by  rejection,  but  by  interpretation 
of  Scripture.  If  the  Alogoi  had  recourse  simply  to  rejecting 
the  Gospel,  its  apostolic  origin  cannot  at  that  time  have  been 
generally  acknowledged."  ^  It  will  be  observed  that  the  force 
of  this  argument  depends  on  the  assertion  that  the  Alogi  were 
not  heretics,  but  a  party  in  the  Church ;  but  Schiirer  has  not 
derived  this  information  from  either  Irensdus  or  Epiphanius. 
The  former,  who  gives  them  no  name,  refers  to  them  in  a  part 
of  his  work  in  which  he  describes  the  treatment  of  the 
Gospels  by  various  schools  of  heretics,  and  he  places  them 
between  Marcion  and  the  Valentinians.'  Moreover,  he 
attributes  their  rejection  of  the  Gospel  to  their  heretical  view 
of  the  gift  of  the  Spirit,  and  declares  that  by  thus  sinning 
against  the  Spirit  they  fall  into  the  unpardonable  sin.  He 
does  not  tell  us  whether  they  denied  either  the  Johannine 
authorship  or  the  early  date  of  the  Gospel,  but  merely  says 
that  they  ''did  not  admit "  it.  This  statement  is  true  also  in 
regard  to  Marcion  and  the  Elbionites ;  so  that,  if  we  confine 
ourselves  to  the  authority  of  IrensBus,  we  can  only  say  that . 
in  addition  to  these  heretics  there  were  others  who,  for 
dogmatic  reasons,  did  not  receive  the  Gospel,  and  if  we  follow 
the  prevalent  conjecture,  that  they  were  influenced  by  reaction 
against  Montanist  excesses.  Mr  C.  H.  Turner,  following 
older  authorities,  believes,  on  the  contrary,  that  they  were  an 
oflbhoot  of  the  Montanists,  who  rejected  the  Fourth  Gospel 

1  Article  on  **  The  Foorth  GoapeV'  in  the  OorUemp&rary  B&vieWy  Sept 
1891,  p.  415  *«. 


*  m.  xi.  9. 
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because  the  Paraclete  was  promised  to  the  Apostles.  This  view 
has  the  advantage  of  enabling  us  to  accept  the  existing 
reading  of  Iren»as,  "  pseudoprophetaa  qoidem  esse  volunt."^ 
In  either  case  this  goes  a  very  little  way  towards  proving  that 
the  Gospel  was  not  generally  acknowledged  by  the  Church. 

We  must  turn,  then,  to  Epiphanius,  who  gives  a  long  and 
rambling  account  of  some  very  indefinite  persons,  whom, 
perhaps  borrowing  from  Hippolytus,*  he  nicknames  Alogi,' 
and  who  are  frequently  identified  with  the  obscure  heretics 
referred  to  by  Irenaous,  though  they  have  nothing  in  common 
except  their  rejection  of  the  GospeL^  But  here,  again,  we  are 
not  informed  that  these  men  were  a  party  in  the  Church.  On 
the  contrary,  they  are  placed  in  the  roll  of  heretics ;  they  are 
described  as  "entirely  strangers  to  the  preaching  of  the 
truth  " ;  ^  and  their  doctrine  is  stigmatised  as  ''  heresy."  ^  The 
only  discoverable  ground  for  Schiirer's  assertion  is  that 
Epiphanius  once  remarks,  "for  they  themselves  appear  to 
believe  as  we  do."  ^  But  the  very  form  of  this  sentence  shows 
that  he  did  not  regard  them  as  a  party  in  the  Church ;  for 
clearly  "we"  are  the  Catholics,  from  whom  "they"  are 
distinguished.    It  is  apparent  also  from  the  context  that  only 

1  See  the  caieful  note  in  the  Jowrnai  of  Theolo^ioal  Studies^  iii.  p.  1 16. 
The  point  is  not  important  for  our  present  inquiiy. 
3  This  was  suggested  by  Lightfoot,  ApoHoUc  FcUh&n,  Part  L,  voL  iL 

P-394. 
«  flar.,  IL 

*  Bonsset,  indeed,  says  that  Epiphanius  treats  the  Alogi  as  opponents  of 
the  Spirit  and  deniers  of  the  gifts  of  the  Spirit  in  the  Church  (Meyer's 
JTom.  Offmbair.^  p.  17).  There  is  no  reference  in  support  of  this  statement, 
and  I  can  find  nothing  to  justify  it.  They  are,  it  is  true,  charged  with 
<*not  having  received  the  Holy  Spirit^  (§  35)  ;  but  this  refers  only  to 
their  rejection  of  parts  of  the  Scriptures :  ^  they  waged  war  against  the 
words  spoken  by  the  Spirit"  There  is  no  suggestion  that  they  rejected 
the  Qospel  because  it  seemed  to  fietvour  Montanist  claims. 

•  §  3.  ^  •  §§  I,  3.  33,  35- 
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one  doctrine  is  in  question:  these  heretics  agreed  with  the 
Church  abont  the  person  of  Christ,  in  opposition  to  Cerinthus. 
We  must  add  that  Philaster,  evidently  describing  the  same 
people,  calls  them  ''  heretics,"  and  says  that  they  "  remain  in 
heresy."^  The  foundation,  then,  of  SchUrer's  argument  turns 
out  to  be  little  better  than  a  quicksand. 

Nevertheless,  these  Alogi  are  very  interesting,  and  it  is  a 
pity  Epiphanius  has  not  spared  some  of  his  abuse  in 
order  to  give  us  more  exact  information.  A  brief  abstract 
of  his  account  may  enable  the  reader  to  form  a  just  estimate 
of  their  importance.  In  the  opening  section  he  says  that  this 
heresy  arose  after  the  Cataphrygians,  Quartodedmans,  and 
others.  He  proposes  to  call  them  Alogi,  as  rejecting  the 
books  of  John,  and  therefore  the  Logos  which  was  preached 
by  John.  He  says,  "they  receive  neither  the  Qospel  of 
John  nor  his  Apocalypse.  And  if,  indeed,  they  received  the 
Qospel,  but  rejected  the  Apocalypse,  we  should  say,  do  they 
then  do  this  in  accordance  with  exact  investigation,  not  re- 
ceiving an  apocryphal  book  on  account  of  the  things  said 
deeply  and  darkly  in  the  Apocalypse  ?  "  But  since  they  "  do 
not  receive  the  books  preached  by  the  holy  John,"  they 
answer  to  his  description  of  the  antichrist  in  the  Catholic 
Epistles.*  They  are,  however,  "ashamed  to  contradict  the 
holy  John,  because  they  know  that  he  also  was  in  the 
number  of  the  Apostles,  and  beloved  by  the  Lord."  They 
therefore  endeavour  to  overthrow  his  writings  in  a  different 
way ;  "  for  they  say  that  they  are  not  [works]  of  John,  but 
of  Cerinthus ;  and  they  affirm  that  they  are  not  worthy  [to 
be]  in  the  Church."*  This  opinion  proves  that  they  under- 
stand neither  what  they  say  nor  whereof  they  affirm.    "For 

1  HoBT^  quoted  by  CharteriB,  (7anontc%,  p.  438.  '  §  3* 

'  §  3.    It  is  worth  noticing  that  thej  thus  ascribe  the  Gospel  and  th» 

Apocalypse  to  the  same  author. 

22 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


338  ALOGI 

how  shall  the  things  spoken  against  Cerinthus  be  [works]  of 
Cerinthus?"     For  Cerinthus  thought  that  Christ  was    of 
recent  date  and  a  mere  man,  but  John  preached  the  Logos 
as  eternal,  and  come  from   heaven,  and  made  flesh.    This 
proves  their  folly;  "for  they  themselves  seem  to  believe  as 
we  do,"  though  they  do  not    hold    the    certainty    of    the 
preaching  administered  to  us  through  the  holy  John.    For 
they  affirm  "that  his  books  do  not  agree  with  the  rest  of 
the  apostles ;  and  they  seem  further  to  attack  the  holy  and 
inspired  teaching.    And  what,  he  says,  did  he  say  ?    That  in 
the  beginning  was  the  Word,"  etc     Next  follows  a  reference 
to  the  earlier  part  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  down  to  the  marriage 
in  Cana.    "  And  the  other  evangelists  affirm  that  he  spent  forty 
days  in  the  desert,  being  tempted   by  the   devil,  and  then 
having  returned  and  received  the    disciplea"      Epiphanius 
explains  that  John  discloses  some  things  omitted   by  the 
others,  and  that  the  others  do  not  begin  from  the  very  series 
of  events.^    Then  follow  remarks  upon  the  other  evangelists, 
and  their  mode  of  beginning.     The  objection  of  the  Alogi 
proceeds  thus : — "  But  the  Gospel  in  the  name  of  John,  they 
affirm,  speaks  falsely ;  for  after  saying  that  the  Word  became 
flesh,  and  tabernacled  among  us,  and  a  few  other  things, 
immediately  it  says  that  a  marriage  took  place  in  Cana  of 
Galilee."'    Epiphanius  replies  that  according  to  John  Jesus 
returned  again  to  the  Baptist  after  the  temptation,  but  that 
the  evangelist  passed  by  the  things  related  by  Matthew. 
"But  they  say  that  the  Gospel  according  to  John,  since  it 
did  not  state  the  same  things,  is  uncanonical,  and  that  they 
themselves  do  not  receive  it."    Further  on  are  the  words : — 
*'  But  again  the  same  persons  accuse  the  holy  evangelist,  or 
rather  the  same  Gospel ;  because,  he  says,  John  spoke  about 
two  passovers  [saying]  that  the  Saviour  had  celebrated  them, 
^  §  4.  M  i8- 
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but  the  other  evangelists  about  one  passover."  ^  Epiphanius 
is  ready  with  his  reply,  and  declares  that  there  were  three 
passovers. 

We  must  notice  one  of  the  arguments  of  the  Alogi  against 
the  Apocalypse,  because  it  seems  to  fix  the  date  of  the  persons 
whom  Epiphanius  is  refuting.  Some  of  these  Alogi  raised  the 
objection  that  there  was  a  letter  to  the  angel  of  the  church 
at  Thyatira,  whereas  there  was  no  church  of  Christians  in 
that  place.  Epiphanius  replies,  "if  they  say,  there  is  not 
now  a  church  at  Thyatira  they  show  that  John  prophesied." 
For  as  they  themselves  and  the  Cataphrygians  dwelt  there, 
and  had  brought  over  the  whole  dty  to  their  heresy,  there 
was  no  Church;  "but  now,"  he  continues,  "on  account  of  the 
Lord,  in  the  present  time,  after  a  period  of  one  hundred  and 
twelve  years,  the  Church  exists  and  increases,  and  there  are 
some  others  there.  But  then  the  whole  Church  was  emptied 
into  that  according  to  the  Fhrygiana"  This  fusing  of  the 
Church  in  the  heresy  of  the  Cataphrygians,  which  took 
place  ninety-three  years  after  the  ascension,  was  foretold 
in  the  words,  "but  I  have  against  thee,  that  thou 
sufferest  the  woman  Jezebel  to  deceive  my  servants, 
saying  that  she  herself  is  a  prophetess,  teaching  to  eat 
things  sacrificed  to  idols,  and  to  commit  fornication."^ 
Apparently  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  Alogi  rejected 
the  Epistles  of  John;  for  Epiphanius  mentions  their 
doing  so  only  as  an  inference, — ^"but  perhaps  also  the 
Epistles,  for  these  also  agree  with  the  Gospel  and  the 
Apocalypse."* 

From  the  foregoing  summary  we  learn  that  the  Alogi  lived 

at  Thyatira ;  and  this  fact  is  in  agreement  with  the  conjecture 

that    the    heretics  mentioned  by  IrensBUS  were  moved  by 

opposition  to  Montanism.     It  does  not,  however,  favour  the 

,*  §  22.  ^%33'  '  §  34. 
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suggestion  that  Epipliamus  haa  in  mind  the  Roman  Presbyter 
Gains,  although  he  may  avail  himself  of  the  reply  of 
Hippolytus  to  that  writer.^  In  the  same  passage  he  places 
them  one  hundred  and  twelve  years  before  the  time  when  he 
was  writing,  and  we  thus  arrive  at  the  year  263.  It  may  be 
that  we  can  place  no  reliance  upon  this  date^;  but  the 
acceptance  of  it  suggests  some  interesting  points.  Dionysius 
of  Alexandria  states  that  some  before  his  time  entirely 
rejected  the  Apocalypse,  and  ascribed  it  to  Cerinthus.'  Now, 
Epiphanius  tells  us  that  the  Alogi  said  that  the  Gospel  and 
Apocalypse  were  works,  not  of  John,  but  of  Cerinthu&  In 
respect  to  the  Apocalypse  this  suggestion  had  at  least  a  show 
of  reason,  being,  supported  by  the  miUennarian  doctrine  of 
that  work;  but  if  it  was  really  extended  to  the  Gospel,  it 
must  have  been  by  men  who  were  ignorant  of  the  teaching 
of  Cerinthus,  and  took  it  for  granted  that  if  both  books  were 
forgeries  they  both  proceeded  from  the  same  pen.  I  cannot 
help  suspecting,  however,  that  Epiphanius  has  himself  ex« 
tended  to  the  Gospel  what  was  said  only  of  the  Apocalypse. 
Irenaaus  says  nothing  of  the  rejection  of  the  Apocalypse, 
though  he  goes  out  of  his  way  to  mention  Paul;  and 
accordingly,  if  the  same  men  really  rejected  both  books,  this 
was  probably  a  later  development.  Again,  Iren»us  refers 
only  to  a  dogmatic  objection,  whereas  Epiphanius  refers  only 

1  See  a  paper  b  j  Dr  J.  Bendel  Harris,  which  was  read  before  the  Society 
of  Historical  Theology  in  Oxford,  and  afterwards  printed  in  Hennas  mi 
Arcadia  and  other  Eeeaytj  1896. 

*  There  are  some  signs  of  confusion,  either  in  the  mind  of  Epiphanius 
himself,  or  on  the  part  of  his  transcribers.  It  is  clear  by  the  position 
which  he  assigns  to  the  ALogi  that  he  considers  them  as  belonging  to  the 
second  century ;  and  this  view  is  confirmed  by  the  following  remark  upon 
Theodottts  at  the  opening  of  liv., — iar6ffwafffi«,  br^px^'  ^"c  r^s  iep9^tp^iiiinis 
&^^7«u  (Up4fr§mSf  jc.r.A.  For  the  possible  connection  of  this  puzzling  date 
with  Hippolytus,  see  Bousset  in  Meyer's  fbm.,  Ofenbarung^  p.  17,  Anm.  r. 

s  Eusebius,  H.  J?.,  yii.  25. 
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to  critical  objections.  Can  it  be  that  Epiphanius  really  quotes 
from  a  work  published  in  263,  and  that  the  author  imitated 
Dionysius^  in  his  critical  treatment  of  the  Apocalypse,  by 
finding  critical  reasons  for  an  opinion  which  was  previously 
entertained  upon  dogmatic  grounds  ?  We  cannot  venture  to 
answer  these  questions  with  any  confidence.  Three  facts, 
however,  may  be  safely  asserted  First,  there  were  men 
(I  judge  that  they  were  very  few,  from  the  scanty  notices 
that  have  reached  us^)  who  challenged  the  Qospel  both  for 
doctrinal  and  critical  reasons,  and  hence  it  appears  that  the 
Church  was  not  allowed  to  accept  the  book  in  absolute  blind- 
ness. Secondly,  Irenseus,  who  was  in  living  contact  with 
early  tradition,  and  might,  if  he  had  thought  proper,  have 
told  us  a  great  deal  that  he  has  left  unsaid,  is  content  to 
notice  the  fact  of  rejection,  and  does  not  think  it  worth 
discussing;  whereas,  Epiphanius  thinks  that  the  critical 
arguments  require  an  elaborate  reply.  Thirdly,  there  is  not 
a  trace  of  any  argument  based  on  historical  grounds,  nor  is 
the  traditional  date  of  the  Gospel  in  any  way  impugned. 
Surely,  if  the  Qospel  had  been  before  the  public  for  only  a 
few  years,  the  assailants  would  have  taken  advantage  of  this 
most  damaging  fact,  and  we  should  have  had  some  sort  of 
reply. 

In  order  to  assist  our  judgment  of  the  general  value  of  this 
testimony,  it  should  be  observed  that  a  very  large  part  of  the 
section  is  only  indirectly  connected  with  the  AlogL  It  is,  in 
fact,  to  a  great  extent  a  treatise  on  the  harmony  of  the 
Qospels,  which  even  has  reference  to  the  objections  of  ''  certain 
of  the  Greek  philosophers,"  Porphyry  and  Celsus  being  men- 

^  Died  264  Aj>. 

*  Here  the  sUenoe  of  EuaebioB  is  certainly  Bignificant.  He  places  the 
Gospel  without  hesitation  hf  ifioKoyvfidpois,  describes  it  as  rais  6wh  r^ 
^ptofhr  liMffm^iUwow  ^kkKii^uis,  and  oouples  it  with  the  First  Epistle  as 
vop^  r«  TMf  WV9  ica2  rocf  Ir'  &px«^«<'  Ara^^Acicrof.     E,  E.,  iiL  24,  25. 
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tioned  "by  name.^  It  is  totally  devoid  of  historical  details,  if 
we  except  the  vagae  and  oonfosed  reference  to  Thyatira  and 
the  date.  In  the  passages  where  the  argoments  of  others  seem 
to  be  really  adduced,  there  is  no  reference  to  the  authorship  of 
the  Gospel  In  the  Commentary  of  Bar-Salibi  on  the  Gospel 
of  John  we  are  told  that  a  certain  heretic  *' blames  John, 
because  he  was  not  in  agreement  with  his  companions,''  and 
that  Hippolytus  replies.^  This  mode  of  statement  seems  to 
show  that  the  heretic  in  question  did  not  deny  the  Johannine 
authorship  of  the  Gospel,  though  he  questioned  its  accuracy. 
Such  a  view  was  as  likely  as  an  attack  on  its  genuineness  to 
call  forth  a  defence  from  Hippolytua  From  these  facts  one 
is  almost  inclined  to  suspect,  in  the  absence  of  any  better 
testimony,  that  this  heresy  first  assumed  distinct  shape  in 
Epiphanius'  own  mind,  and  that  his  ideas  respecting  it  may 
have  been  mainly  founded  on  the  testimony  of  IrensBUs  that 
some  heretics  rejected  the  Fourth  Gospel,  and  of  Dionysius  of 
Alexandria  that  some  persons,  apparently  orthodox,  ascribed  the 
Apocalypse  to  Cerinthus,  and  on  the  knowledge  acquired  in  his 
own  general  reading  that  various  writers,  heathen  philosophers, 
the  Presbyter  Gaius,  and  perhaps  others,  objected  to  the  credi- 
bility of  the  Gospels  on  the  ground  of  their  inconsistent  state- 
ments. That  any  sect  was  so  completely  composed  of  oXoyof , 
men  without  reason,  as  to  ascribe  the  Fourth  Gospel  to  Cerinthus, 
is  almost  as  incredible  as  the  fact  which  he  atteste  on  his  personal 
knowledge,^  that  the  water  in  the  fountain  at  Cibyre  in  Caria 
was  in  the  habit  of  turning  into  wine  at  the  hour  when  the 
miracle  was  wrought  at  Cana,  etV  /mapTvpiov  roh  aTrurToS<riv. 

>  §  8.  There  eeems  to  be  no  reasoii  for  supposing  that  these  philosophers 
questioned  the  authorship  of  the  Gk)6pel.  See  Liicke,  i.  pp.  69  iq.  and  79. 
They  would  naturally  dwell  on  its  inconsistency  with  the  Synoptics. 
Amelius,  a  contemporary  of  Porphyry,  describes  tiie  author  as  fidpfiapo^^ 
but  does  not  name  him  (Euseb.,  Prcep.  Evan^  xi.  18). 

*  See  Dr  J.  R  Harris,  Le.  '  §  501 
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I  am  unable,  therefore,  to  attach  much  importance  to  these 
obscure  heretics ;  but  so  far  as  our  information  can  be  relied 
upon,  it  renders  more  impressive  the  universal  consensus  as  to 
the  early  date  of  the  Gospel,  and  the  all  but  universal  con- 
sensus as  to  its  authorship. 

One  other  heresy  calls  for  a  moment's  attention.  So  much 
importance  has  been  attached  to  the  DocetiC  Acts  of  John  in 
recent  discussions  that  it  is  necessary  to  notice  them,  though, 
as  I  do  not  think  they  contain  a  solution  of  our  problem,  our 
notice  must  be  brief.  In  1896  Corssen  published  a  very  able 
article  on  "  Monarchianische  Prologe  zu  den  vier  Evangelien," 
in  the  Texte  v/nd  UntersiuihuTigeny  volume  xv.  In  the  course 
of  this  he  speaks  of  the  Acts  of  John,  ascribed  to  Leucius 
Charinus.  From  the  fragments  known  at  that  time  it  was 
apparent  that  this  was  a  Docetic  work.  Corssen  points  out 
that  our  Gospel  puts  into  the  mouth  of  the  Apostle  John  a 
sharp  protest  against  the  doctrine  delivered  by  the  same 
Apostle  in  the  Acts.  While  the  Gospel  thus  deliberately 
contradicts  the  teaching  of  the  Acts,  the  Acts  on  their  side 
betray  no  acquaintance  with  an  exposition  contrary  to  their 
own.  Hence  it  appears  certain  that  the  author  of  the  Gospel 
was  acquainted,  if  not  with  the  work  of  Leucius  himself,  at 
least  with  the  traditions  which  Leucius  had  not  indeed 
created,  but  only  thrown  into  literary  form.  This  being  the 
relation  between  the  Evangelist  John  and  the  John  of  the 
Acts,  we  can  understand  why  the  author  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel  came  to  ascribe  his  book  to  the  Apostle.^  The  next 
year  Dr  M.  R  James  was  able  to  publish  from  a  Vienna 
manuscript  an  important  portion  of  the  Acts  of  John, 
including  the  Docetic  fragments  already  know^i.^  In  an 
appended  essay  Dr  James  argues  with  great  force  against 
Corssen's  view,  and  maintains  that  Leucius  was  acquainted 
1  p.  131.  *  Texts  and  SiudieSy  1897. 
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with  the  Johannine  writmgs,  and  evaded  their  authority 
by  the  supposition  that  ''St  John  wrote  for  the  multitade 
oertain  comparatively  plain  and  easy  episodes  in  the  life  of 
the  Lord:  but  that  to  the  inner  circle  of  the  faithful  his 
teaching  was  widely  different."^  To  this  view  Hilgenfeld 
replied  in  an  elaborate  article  on  "  Der  gnoatische  vmd  der 
komoniache  Johannes  iiber  das  Leben  Jean."  *  He  endeavours 
to  show  that  the  apparent  references  to  the  Gospel  are  either 
delusive  or  interpolated,  and  points  out  that  the  accounts  of 
the  calling  of  the  Apostles,  and  of  the  closing  scenes  of  Christ's 
life,  are  quite  unlike  those  of  the  Evangelist.  On  whichever 
side  we  may  think  the  probability  lies,  the  question  is  one 
which  admits  of  no  absolute  decision.  We  learn  from  Hippo- 
lytus  ^  that  at  least  one  Docetist  appealed  to  the  authority  of 
the  Fourth  Gospel ;  but  the  writer  of  the  apocryphal  Acts,  if 
he  wished  to  contradict  the  clear  teaching  of  the  Gospel,  would 
naturally  show  scant  respect  for  its  narrative,  and  yet  might 
not  wish  formally  to  enter  into  a  polemic  against  it.  Accord- 
ingly, while  the  evidence  that  he  knew  the  Gospel  may  be 
regarded  as  uncertain,  the  evidence  of  his  ignorance  of  it  is 
equally  inconclusive.^    On  the  other  hand,  while  the  Evangelist 

^  P.  149.  The  text  in  its  completest  form  appeared  in  1898,  under  the 
editorsliip  of  Max.  Bonnet,  in  Acta  Apott.  Apoe.^  ed.  Lipeins  et  Bonnet 

>  ZeitKfur.f.  toiu.  TheoL^  190a 

"  Bef,  omn,  -Hiw.,  viiL  10. 

^  I  do  not  remember  noticing  in  the  diBcnation  what  seems  an  obvioas 
reference  to  the  composition  of  the  Gospel  in  the  part  published  by 
Tischendorf  in  185 1.  After  speaking  of  the  Apocalypse,  and  John's 
return  to  Ephesus,  the  writer  describes  him  as  iyo/ivn/iorc^r  S^a  i  K^pios 
aibrois  iK«y€v  (Tisch.,  p.  272  ;  Bonnet,  p.  160).  It  is  possible  that  this  is  not 
part  of  the  original  text,  for  Bonnet  gives  reasons  for  thinking  that  the 
whole  narrative  of  the  Roman  journey  has  been  retouched  by  a  later  hand 
(p.  xxviii).  Liechtenhan  assumes,  as  though  it  were  beyond  question, 
that  the  writer  of  the  Acts  was  acquainted  with  the  Gospel  (see  his  article, 
«  Die  peeudepigraphe  Litteratur  der  Gnostiker,''  in  the  Zeit,/.  netU,  Wim.^ 
1902,  pp.  229  <g.).  And  Carl  Schmidt,  the  most  recent  investigator,  thinks 
that  the  dominant  critical  opinion  has  established  the  thesis  that  the 
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confessedly  rebuked  Docetic  errors,  I  do  not  know  that  there 
is  a  particle  of  evidence  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  work 
of  Leucios.  That  work  contains  some  of  the  essential  ideas 
of  Valentinianism,  and  must  be  put  as  late  as  the  rise  of  the 
great  Gnostic  systems,  when  we  have  seen  reason  to  believe 
that  the  Gospel  was  abready  in  existence.  That  Docetism  in 
some  form  was  an  early  and  widespread  error  there  can  be 
no  doubt ;  but  even  Ignatius  attacks  it  much  more  explicitly 
and  emphatically  than  i  John.^  i  John,  warning  the  readers 
that  the  spirit  of  antichrist  is  already  in  the  world,'  seems  to 
indicate  an  incipient  stage  of  error,  whereas  in  Leudus  it  is 
developed  in  all  its  monstrous  absurdity,  and  introduced  into 
a  fictitious  narrative  which  can  hardly  have  been  invented  till 
long  after  the  Apostle's  death.  I  do  not  think,  therefore,  that 
the  Acts  of  John  throw  any  real  light  upon  our  problem. 
These  relics  of  an  obscure  past  naturally  awaken  interest; 
but  the  chief  feeling  which  they  kindle  in  my  own  mind  is 
one  of  gratitude  to,  the  authorities  of  the  early  Church  for 
having  saved  Christianity  from  rotting  away  in  such  a  heap 
of  abject  rubbish. 

author  of  the  Acts  knew  the  Qospel  and  the  other  Johannine  writings,  and 
made  abundant  use  of  them  (''Die  alten  Petnuakten  im  Zusammenhang 
der   apokiyphen  Apoetellitteiatar,''  in  Ttxte  und   UtUen^  N.  F.,  ix.   i, 
1903,  p.  26). 
>  See  Ad.  TroUL^  especially  ix.  and  x.,  and  Ad.  Swym,^  i-y. 

•  iv.  3- 
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CHAPTER  Xn 

BESX7LTS  OF  THE  EXTERNAL  EVIDENCE 

We  have  now  reached  the  end  of  onr  inqniiy  into  the  external 
evidence.  It  is  difficult  to  sum  up  in  a  few  telling  and 
decisive  lines  the  results  of  a  prolonged  investigation,  which 
has  involved,  at  aknost  every  step,  the  consideration  of  a 
number  of  details,  and  the  balancing  of  delicate  probabilitiea 
These  things  do  not  strike  the  imagination,  or  furnish  suit- 
able materials  for  a  brilliant  picture,  which,  by  possessing 
clearness  of  outline  and  the  symmetry  of  an  artistic  com- 
position, may  captivate  the  reason.  The  impressions  which 
they  have  made  have  not  been  driven  in  with  the  triumphant 
force  of  an  advocate's  plea;  and  it  is  easy,  if  we  are  so 
inclined,  to  allow  these  impressions  to  fade  away  one  by  one, 
and  tell  ourselves  that  the  external  evidence  after  all  amounts 
to  very  little.  Thus  Schiirer  says  that  ''the  only  external 
evidence  of  any  importance  is  that  of  IrensBUS,"^  and  tries 
to  show  that  that  practically  amounts  to  nothing.  Now  I 
think  we  deceive  ourselves  as  to  the  force  of  evidence  by 
forgetting  its  cumulative  character.  Some  critics  disouss 
this,  that,  and  the  other  piece  of  evidence  as  not  even  worth 
examining,  because  it  is  confessedly  not  conclusive.  But 
supposing  we  have  several  independent  arguments  ia  support 
of  a  certain  conclusion,  and  that  each  of  these  arguments 
^  Ckmtempomry  Bemew^  September  1891,  p.  413. 
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taken  by  itself  is  very  doubtful,  yet  their  combined  force 
might  amount  to  a  high  degree  of  probability.  To  make 
this  plain,  let  us  reduce  it  to  numbers.  Let  us  call  certainty 
one,  and  let  us  have  five  arguments  in  support  of  a  certain 
conclusion,  of  such  a  kind  that  each  establishes  a  probability 
amounting  to  only  one  half.  Then,  if  we  take  only  one 
argument,  while  the  positive  evidence  points  to  the  conclusion, 
the  chances  of  some  unknown  error  will  amount  to  one  half, 
and  we  must  say  that  it  is  a  toss  up  whether  the  thing  is  so 
or  not.  But  the  chances  of  error  in  all  five  would  be,  not  J, 
but  ^ ;  in  other  words,  five  independent  pieces  of  evidence, 
each  of  which  alone  would  leave  us  in  a  state  of  complete 
indecision,  would  establish  a  probability  which,  in  all  practical 
aflfairs,  would  at  once  control  our  judgment.  Now,  in  the 
case  of  the  Gospel,  I  do  not  think  that  the  items  of  evidence 
are  in  this  state  of  equilibrium.  We  cannot  of  course  reduce 
such  things  to  exact  numerical  values;  but,  so  far  as  I  am 
able  to  judge,  the  evidence  has  usually  preponderated  over 
the  chances  of  error,  and  in  some  cases  decidedly  so,  and  thus 
the  combined  force  of  the  several  arguments  establishes  a 
very  high  degree  of  probability.  We  must  remember,  too, 
that  within  the  domain  of  external  evidence  this  probability 
is  opposed,  not  by  a  coimter  probability,  but  by  mere  chances 
of  error.  Li  regard  to  the  early  use  of  the  Gospel  there  is 
no  opposing  testimony;  and  the  attack  is  engaged,  not  in 
confronting  the  witnesses  with  others  who  give  a  different 
report  and  are  supposed  to  be  more  trustworthy,  but  in 
showing  that  the  witnesses  are  good  for  nothing.  The  only 
semblance  of  adverse  evidence  is  of  a  negative  kind,  and 
rests  on  the  absence  of  allusions  to  the  Gospel  in  some  of 
the  scanty  literature  which  has  reached  us  from  a  very  early 
time.  I  believe,  therefore,  that  the  concurrent  evidence 
which  we  have  reviewed,  even  if  in  its  separate  details  it  may 
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be  thought  inoonclnsive,  yet  in  oombiiiAtion  presents  a 
probability  of  such  a  cogent  character  that  it  can  be  set 
aside  only  by  an  arbitrary  exercise  of  judgment,  a  judgment 
influenced  by  considerations  lying  outside  the  proper  field 
of  inquiry. 

We  must,  however,  distinguish  two  points  in  the  con- 
clusion which  we  have  reached,  for  they  possess  different 
degrees  of  probability.  First,  the  attestation  is  perfectly 
unanimous  in  favour  of  the  early  date  of  the  Gospel,  for  in 
this  even  the  dubious  Alogi  are  supporters  of  the  Catholic 
view.  Moreover  the  date  can  be  much  more  strongly 
guaranteed  than  the  authorship  of  a  book  by  a  testimony 
given  eighty  or  ninety  years  after  the  alleged  time  of  com- 
position. No  one  can  bear  direct  testimony  to  the  authorship 
of  a  book  except  one  who  has  seen  it  written ;  but  every  one 
can  tell  whether  he  read  a  book  when  he  was  young  or  not, 
and  can  often  say  whether  it  came  into  his  hands  as  a  work 
which  had  been  long  in  use.  Accordingly,  when  several  men 
agree  in  treating  a  book  as  written  long  before  they  were 
bom,  it  is  exceedingly  unlikely  that  they  are  mistaken.  In 
such  things  there  is  a  widespread  and  continuous  tradition, 
which  experience  teaches  us  to  trust  Critics  speak  of 
Irennus  as  though  he  had  fallen  out  of  the  moon,  paid  two 
or  three  visits  to  Polycarp's  lecture-room,  and  never  known 
any  one  else.  In  fact,  he  must  have  known  ail  sorts  of  men, 
of  all  ages,  both  in  the  east  and  the  west,  and  among  others 
his  venerable  predecessor  Pothinus,  who  was  upwards  of 
ninety  at  the  time  of  his  death.^  He  must  have  had  numerous 
links  with  the  early  part  of  the  century,  and  he  must  have 
known  perf ectiy  well  whether  the  Qospel  was  older  than 
himself  or  not.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  universal  testi- 
mony, combined  with  the  direct  indications  which  we  have 
^  Letter  from  Lyons  and  Yienne,  EosebiuB,  K  E^  y.  i. 
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found  of  the  early  use  of  the  Gospel,  ought  to  satisfy  us  upon 
this  point,  unless  very  convincing  evidence  can  be  produced 
on  the  other  side. 

But  the  second  point,  that  the  Apostle  John  was  the  author, 
can  hardly  claim  the  same  degree  of  confidence.  The 
testimony  is  not  quite  so  unanimous,  though  I  confess  I 
cannot  myself  take  the  Alogi  much  more  seriously  than  the 
attempt  in  our  own  time  to  prove  that  Bacon  was  the  author 
of  Shakespeare's  play&  But  though  the  attestation  is  thus 
nearly  the  same  as  in  the  previous  case,  the  thing  attested  is 
in  a  very  different  position.  Though  our  witnesses,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Alogi,  agree  in  representing  John  as  the 
author,  none  could  assert  this  on  his  personal  knowledge.  All 
we  can  justly  say  is  that  the  work  was  almost  universally 
regarded  as  John's,  and  that  this  was  the  traditional  belief 
of  our  first  informants.  As  this  tradition  was  so  widely 
spread,  and  as  there  is  no  other  tradition,  I  think  we  are 
further  justified  in  concluding  that  the  Qospel  must  have 
been  received  as  John's  from  the  time  of  its  publication. 
But  if  it  was  issued  soon  after  the  Apostle's  death  by 
some  writer  who  chose  to  keep  himself  unknown,  and  on 
the  ground  either  of  its  own  titie  or  of  internal  evidence,  was 
pronounced  to  be  John's,  and  generally  accepted  as  such,  the 
phenomena  of  the  existing  attestation  would  be  sufficiently 
explained;  in  other  words,  we  have  no  testimony  which 
affords  us  any  security  against  an  error  of  this  kind. 
We  can  only  ask  whether  such  an  error  is  probable 
or  not. 

If  John  continued  till  the  end  of  his  life  to  labour  in 
Palestine,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  a  book  published 
far  away  from  the  circle  of  his  immediate  disciples  came  to 
be  ascribed  to  him.  An  English  book  published  in  London 
would  not  be  easily  attributed  to  a  German  who  had  lived 
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and  died  in  ELanover ;  and  a  Greek  bo^k  published  in  Ephesos 
or  Alexandria  would  not  be  ascribed  to  an  Aramaic  speaking 
Jew  who  had  lived  and  died  in  Palestine.  But  supposing  so 
singular  a  blunder  had  been  made,  the  Apostle's  disciples 
would  have  protested,  for  they  at  least  would  have  known 
that  this  foreign  composition  was  not  the  work  of  their 
master;  and  accordingly,  if  the  Johannine  authorship 
obtained  credence  at  all,  it  would  at  least  have  been  a  matter 
of  dispute  from  the  first.  But  if  the  Apostle  really  resided  in 
the  country  where  the  Gospel  was  published,  the  case  is  not 
much  better.  It  is  asserted  that  the  style  and  doctrine  of  the 
work  are  quite  irreconcilable  with  the  views  and  education 
of  the  Apostle  John,  Schiirer  apparently  regarding  this  as  the 
only  solid  argument  which  is  left  against  the  Johannine 
authorship.  If  this  be  true,  it  must  have  been  far  more 
obviously  so  at  the  time  of  publication  than  it  is  now ;  and 
the  disciples,  including  Folycarp,  would  have  indignantly 
protested  against  this  attempt  to  misrepresent  their  teacher. 
But  if,  on  the  contrary,  the  Gospel  was  such  a  one  as  the 
Apostle  might  have  been  expected  to  write,  and  simply  put  on 
paper  the  old  familiar  lines  of  his  teaching,  then  it  might  have 
been  accepted  as  ''  the  Gospel  according  to  John,"  even  if  not 
actually  written  by  him.  Such  an  hypothesis  reduces  the 
question  of  immediate  authorship  to  one  of  subordinate 
importance ;  but  even  in  this  case  the  false  ascription  does  not 
seem  very  likely.  The  writer  would  have  been  known,  and 
got  credit  for  his  good  intentions,  while  any  deficiency  could 
have  been  ascribed  to  him  instead  of  the  Apostle ;  just  as  our 
Second  Gospel  has  been  assigned  to  Mark,  and  not  to  Peter, 
the  substance  of  whose  teaching  it  was  supposed  to  have 
preserved.  Or  if  the  author  succeeded  in  hiding  his  identity, 
still  the  numerous  friends  of  John  must  have  known  pretty 
well  whether  he  had  written  a  Gospel  or  not,  and  the  work 
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would  have  oome  down  to  us  with  some  marks  of  doubt 
attaching  to  its  origin. 

On  the  whole,  then,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  external 
evidence  of  Johannine  authorship  possesses  great  weight,  and, 
if  it  stood  alone,  would  entitle  the  traditional  view  to  our 
acceptance.  We  must  now  direct  our  attention  to  the  internal 
evidence,  and  see  whether  it  strengthens  or  iavalidates  the 
conclusion  we  have  reached. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


SECTION  II 

INTERNAL  EVIDENCE  IN  FAVOUR  OF  THE 
TRADITIONAL  VIEW 


CHAPTER  I 

THE  AUTHOR  AN  ARAMAIOSPEAKINO  JEW 

The  internal  evidence  of  the  anthorship  of  the  Fourth  Gospel 
has  been  examined  with  such  care  and  completeness,  especially 
by  Elnglish  writers,  that  I  cannot  hope  to  contribute  any 
fresh  material  to  the  subject ;  nevertheless,  it  is  necessary  for 
me  to  give  a  rapid  survey  and  judgment  of  the  several  lines 
of  argument.^  Our  object  is  to  ascertain  how  far  the 
indications  in  the  book  itself  support  or  are  consistent  with 
the  traditional  account  of  its  origin.  Do  these  make  it 
credible  or  incredible  that  it  was  written  late  in  the  first 
century,  by  a  Palestinian  Jew,  an  immediate  disciple  of 
Christ's,  after  a  residence  of  several  years  in  an  important 
Qreek  dty?  In  the  present  section  we  will  notice  the 
evidence  which  seems  to  favour  the  traditional  view,  re- 

^  For  further  details  I  may  refer  to  the  late  Biahop  Westcotf 8 
Introduction,  Profeeaor  Sanday's  AtUhorskip  of  ths  Fowrih  Ootpel,  and  three 
articles  by  the  late  Bishop  Lightfoot  in  the  Expoiitor,  Fourth  Series, 
ToL  i,  1890. 
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serving  objections  for  connected  discussion  nnder  a  separate 
head. 

First,  then,  there  are  many  indications  that  the  writer  was 
a  Jew.  He  was  acquainted  with  Jewish  festivals;  and  not 
only  with  the  Passover,  which  is  mentioned  several  times,  and 
with  the  feast  of  tabernacles,^  but  with  the  less  known  feast 
of  lights,  described  as  to  eyKcuvia?  which  was  instituted  by 
Judas  MaccabaBUS  to  commemorate  the  purification  of  the 
temple  from  the  pollutions  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes.  The 
last  mentioned  was  celebrated  in  December;  and  the  writer 
casually  mentions  that  it  was  winter  at  the  time.  He  was  also 
aware  that  the  last  was  "the  great  day"  of  the  feast  of 
tabernacles,  and  in  the  words  which  he  ascribes  to  Christ  on 
this  occasion  he  seems  to  allude  to  the  libations  of  water 
from  the  Pool  of  Siloam.^  So  in  viii.  12,  in  the  words  "  I  am 
the  light  of  the  world  "  there  is  probably  an  allusion  to  the 
light  of  the  golden  candelabra  at  the  same  festival.^  These 
candelabra  were  in  the  court  of  the  women.  The  author  does 
not  tell  us  this ;  but  he  says  that  Jesus  spoke  these  words  in 
the  treasury,^  and  the  treasury,  we  know,  was  in  the  court  of 
the  women.  The  libations  and  the  lights  symbolised  events 
in  the  journey  through  the  wilderness,  the  water  from  the 
rock  and  the  pillar  of  fire,  and  it  is  only  when  we  bear  this  in 
mind  that  the  full  force  of  Christ's  words  becomes  apparent. 
Now,  these  delicate  allusions,  which  we  have  to  interpret  by 
information  derived  from  other  sources,  seem  to  point  to  an 

1  yii.  2.  •  X.  22.  "  vii.  37,  38. 

*  The  Rey.  P.  M.  Strajer,  however,  would  transfer  x.  22  to  the 
beginning  of  chapter  yiii.  («.«.,  viii.  12,  according  to  the  genuine  text), 
and  refer  this  and  the  two  following  chapters  to  the  Feast  of  Dedication. 
''I  am  the  light  of  the  world"  connects  itself  more  naturally  with  this 
festival,  which  was  called  ^ra  (Joeephus,  Ant^  xu.  vii.  7)1  See  a  note 
on  ^Transpositions  of  Text  in  St  John's  Gospel,''  in  the  J<ntmal  tf 
Theological  8tud%e$,  ii  pp.  137  m- 

*  viii.  2a 

23 
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author  who  wrote  from  his  own  knowledge,  and  quite 
naturally  supplied  in  his  thought  what  was  wantmg  to  his 
diction. 

He  is  familiar  with  other  Jewish  customs  and  modes  of 
thought.  He  knows  the  stress  which  was  laid  on  ceremonial 
purification,  and  some  of  the  practices  connected  with  it^ 
He  is  acquainted  with  the  hostility  between  the  Jews  an4 
Samaritans,  and  with  their  rival  places  of  worship';  with 
the  objection  which  was  felt  by  the  doctors  of  the  law  to 
conversation  with  a  woman  in  a  public  place';  with  the 
importance  which  was  attached  to  education  in  the  rab- 
binical schools^;  with  the  notion  that  bodily  affliction  was 
necessarily  the  result  of  sin.^  As  was  long  ago  observed  by 
Weizsacker,®  the  Gospel  is  dominated,  both  in  its  narrative 
and  conversations,  at  least  so  far  as  the  phraseology  is  con- 
cerned, not  by  the  Qreek  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  but  by 
the  Jewish  expectation  of  the  MessiaL  This  characteristic 
appears  at  the  very  opening  of  the  history,  in  connection 
with  the  testimony  of  the  Baptist^  Here  we  must  notice 
the  distinction  which  has  been  dwelt  upon  by  Idghtfoot® 
between  the  Messiah  and  "the  Prophet."®  The  expectation 
of  the  Prophet  was  founded  on  the  promise  in  Deuteronomy 
xviii.  1 5,  "  The  Lord  thy  God  will  raise  up  unto  thee  a  pro- 
phet from  the  midst  of  thee,  like  unto  me."  The  Christians 
referred  this  text  to  Christ  himself^®;  and  accordingly,  as 
lightfoot  remarks,  ''the  form  which  the  conception  takes" 
in  the  Gospel  "is  strictly  Jewish,  and  not  Christian,"  and 
could  hardly  have  been  adopted  by  a  Christian  writer  living 

1  IL  6 ;  ilL  25  ;  xL  55 ;  xviii.  28 ;  xix.  31.  *  iv.  9,  20  ;  viii  48. 

'  iv.  27.  *  vii.  15,  49.  «  ix.  2. 

^  UnUnwhungm  uber  dU  evcmgdiaehe  Oeschiekte,  1864  (2nd  unaltered 
edition,  1892),  pp.  260  tqq. 
'  L  19  iqq,  ^  Articles,  p.  84  ig. 

•  L  21,  25  ;  vi.  14  ;  viL  4a  *•  Acts  iii  22.    See  also  vii.  37. 
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in  the  middle  of  the  second  century.  We  ought  to  add,  how- 
ever, that  the  Jewish  belief  about  "the  Prophet"  is  rather 
obBcure.  Our  author  is  aware  that  the  Samaritans  were  not 
without  the  expectation  of  the  Messiah.^  He  refers  to 
different  popular  opinions.  Some  thought  that  Jesus  could 
not  be  the  Christ,  because  they  knew  whence  he  was,^  and 
others  objected  that  the  Messiah  was  to  be  of  the  seed  of 
David,  and  from  Bethlehem,'  and  yet  others  that  the  Christ 
was  to  abide  for  ever,  whereas  Jesus  spoke  of  leaving  the 
earth.^  The  Scriptures  bore  witness  to  the  Messiah,  and 
Moses  wrote  about  him,^  and  Abraham  rejoiced  to  see  his 
day,^  and  Isaiah  saw  his  glory  and  spoke  of  him.^  The  dis- 
course on  the  bread  of  life  is  connected  with  the  Jewish 
expectation  that  the  Messiah  would  produce  a  sign  similar 
to  the  bestowal  of  manna  in  the  wilderness.  This  is  not 
expressly  stated  in  the  Gospel;  but  our  knowledge  of  it  at 
once  explains  the  apparently  abrupt  language  of  the  people, 
"What  sign  doest  thou?  .  .  .  Our  fathers  did  eat  the 
manna.'' ^  Now,  all  this  brings  us  back  into  Jewish  sur- 
roundings. We  are  not  in  the  midst  of  a  philosophical  school 
in  a  Greek  city,  but  the  most  universal  principles  are  dis- 
cussed in  their  relation  to  a  Jewish  audience,  and  in  their 
connection  with  Jewish  beliefs.  The  Logos-doctrine  is  indeed 
present,  as  it  were,  in  the  background  of  the  exposition,  and 
though  its  terminology  is  absent,  gives  their  meaning  to  the 
grandest  utterances ;  but  it  is  not  the  doctrine  of  Greek  phil- 
osophy ;  it  is  the  doctrine  of  the  proem,  which  treats  Jesus  as 
the  summing  up  and  realisation  of  the  divine  thought  for  the 
world.  All  this  seems  to  point  to  a  Jewish  author.  I  am 
not  sure,  however,  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  Gentile  author- 

1  iv.  25.  *  vii.  27-  '  vii*  42. 

*  xii.  34.  *  V.  39>  46.  •  viii  56. 

'xii.  41.  «vi.  30ig. 
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ship,  for  even  the  Gentile  Church  was  deeply  imbued  with 
Jewish  ideas;  and  a  Gentile  who,  like  Justin  Martyr,  was 
engaged  in  controversy  with  the  Jews,  would  naturally  know 
a  good  deal  about  the  nature  of  their  beliefs  and  their  mode 
of  argument. 

An  interesting  and  purely  incidental  agreement  with  history 
has  been  pointed  out,  especially  by  Lightf  oot,^  in  connection 
with  the  religious  sects.  The  Sadducees  are  not  mentioned 
in  the  Fourth  Gospel,  but  in  their  place  the  chief  priests 
appear.  Now,  at  this  time,  the  high  priests  belonged  to  the 
Sadducees,  so  that  the  apparent  deviaticm  from  the  other 
Gospels  is  only  verbal  Their  Sadducean  character  comes 
out  in  a  curious  and  undesigned  way.  We  learn  from 
Josephus^  that  the  Sadducees  were  obliged  to  accede  to  the 
dictation  of  the  Pharisees,  because  otherwise  they  would  not 
have  been  tolerated  by  the  multitude.  Accordingly,  in  the 
Gospel,  the  Pharisees  take  the  initiative,  the  one  exception 
being  after  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  when  the  doctrine  of  the 
resurrection  was  in  question.  Josephus  elsewhere  remarks 
on  the  rudeness  of  the  Sadducees  both  to  one  another  and  to 
their  equala'  Agreeably  to  this  representation,  Caiaphas 
bursts  out  with  the  words,  "  Ye  know  nothing  at  all,  and  do 
not  reflect."^  This  purely  incidental  correspondence  with 
the  facts  of  history  is  indicative  of  an  author  who  was 
familiar  with  the  circumstances  of  the  time  and  place  about 
which  he  was  writing. 

Another  evidence  is  to  be  found  in  the  writer's  familiarity 
with  the  Old  Testament,  and  his  evident  ascription  to  it  of 
divine  authority.  "  Grace  and  truth ''  are  with  him,  no  doubt, 
antithetical  to  the  "law,"  as  they  were  with  Paul;  but  no 
sanction  is  given  to  the  Gnostic  rupture  of  historical  con- 

*  P.  86  tg.  *  AfU.t  xvra.  L  4. 

s  BeU,  JwLy  n.  Tiii.  14.  ^  xi.  49. 
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iintiity  between  the  old  and  the  new  covenants.  Christianity 
is  an  expression  of  the  highest  aspirations  of  Judaism,  and  a 
fulfilment  of  its  prophecies.^  This  relation  to  the  Old  Testa- 
ment is,  of  course,  what  we  should  expect  in  a  Jewish  writer ; 
but  I  do  not  think  it  is  incompatible  with  Gentile  authorship. 
The  Old  Testament  was  received  as  of  divine  authority  in 
the  Gentile  Church,  and  Jewish  modes  of  interpretation  were 
to  a  large  extent  adopted ;  and  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  a 
thoughtful  Greek  might  so  imbue  himself  with  Old  Testa- 
ment ideas  as  to  exhibit  the  acquaintance  with  it  and  the 
respect  for  it  which  are  apparent  in  the  Fourth  Gospel. 
Justin  Martyr's  writings  alone  pxe  sufficient  evidence  of  this. 
More  important,  I  think,  is  "  the  portraiture  of  the  people," 
which  is  described  at  length  by  Westcott  * ;  for  this  would  be 
drawn  easily  and  truly  by  a  writer  who  had  lived  among  the 
circumstances,  whereas  the  information  would  not  be  easily 
acquired  by  an  historian  looking  back  upon  distant  events, 
and,  if  acquired,  would  not  be  presented  so  artlessly  and  in- 
cidentally as  to  be  often  overlooked  by  the  reader.  There 
is  the  multitude,  6  ox\o^,  with  their  changeable  feelings  and 
convictions,  who  at  one  time  would  have  made  Jesus  king,  and 

>  See  eepecuJlj  i  45,  iii.  14,  ▼.  46,  vi.  45,  viL  37  (alluding  to  the  water 
from  the  rock),  yiii  12  (perhaps  alluding  to  the  pillar  of  fire),  56,  z.  34  agr** 
xii.  14  «g.,  27  ^-y  ^^^  i^i  x^*  25,  xix.  24,  28,  36  aq.  See  these  treated 
more  at  length  in  Westcott,  IrUroduetiony  p.  vii.  Also  Dr  August  Hermann 
Franke,  Das  dUe  Testament  bet  Johannes^  ein  Beitrag  zwr  ErkUirung  und 
Bewriheihmg  der  Johaimeiachen  SehnfUn.  Qottingen,  1885.  There  is  a 
thoughtful  review  of  this  work  by  Sdiiirer  in  the  Theol,  LiUraturz.^  Jan.  9, 
1886.  He  thinks  the  author  has  made  a  most  serviceable,  collection  of 
material,  but  is  so  strongly  prepossessed  in  the  apologetic  interest  as  to 
render  his  aiguments  of  little  value.  In  denying  the  influence  of 
Hellenism  he  is  not  justified  by  the  evidence,  and  in  making  the 
Evangelist  place  the  old  and  the  new  revelations  on  the  same  level  he  is 
swayed  by  a  false  orthodoxy,  and  fails  to  reoogmse  the  pervading  thought 
of  the  Qoepel,  which  regards  the  revelation  in  the  person  of  Christ  as 
distinct  and  supreme. 

*  Iwtrodwitum^  pp.  viii  sqq. 
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who  took  no  part  in  the  closing  scenes.  There  are  the  "  Jews," 
chiefly,  if  not  exclusively,  inhabitants  of  Jndffia,  the  repre- 
sentatives of  Judaic  narrowness  and  unbelief,  though  there 
too  exceptions  were  to  be  f  ound.^  Among  these  appear  the 
Pharisees  and  the  chief  priests,  whose  characters,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  are  drawn  with  historical  fidelity.^ 

Lastly,  under  this  head,  we  must  observe  that  the  universal- 
ism,  which  is  thought  to  be  so  anti-Judaic  in  this  book,  is 
distinctly  Jewish  in  its  conception.  It  is  quite  conceivable 
that  a  Jewish  Christian  might  turn  completely  against  his 
own  people,  and  treat  their  ancient  claims  as  the  result  of 
prejudice  and  arrogance ;  for  converts  are  not  always  just  and 
tender  towards  the  party  they  have  left.  But  it  is  not  so  with 
the  writer  of  this  QospeL  He  fully  recognises  the  prerogative 
of  the  Jews,  and  his  indignation  at  their  unbelief  is  partly 
due  to  this  cause,  for  they  had  Moses  and  the  prophets  to 
teach  them.  The  Logos  was  not  known  by  the  world,  in  which 
it  was ;  so  it  came  to  its  own,  ra  7Sia — evidently  the  land  of 
Israel — and  its  own  people  received  it  not.* 

The  temple  was  the  house  of  Christ's  Father,  and  for  that 
reason  ought  not  to  have  been  desecrated  into  a  house  of 
merchandise.^     To  be  "truly  an  Israelite"  was  the  highest 

^  See  X.  21,  xiL  42.  '  See  the  details  in  Weetcott 

'  i.  II.  Schiirer,  in  the  review  of  Frank e  already  referred  to,  dog- 
maticallj  pronounces  this  reference  of  r^  19ta  and  o2  l^ioi  to  be  impoedble 
in  the  connection,  which  admits  only  a  reference  to  the  world  and  imtnlrifMi 
generally.  This  is  a  question  of  exegesis  into  which  we  cannot  now  enter 
at  length  ;  but  it  seems  to  me  very  clear  that  the  words  introduce  a 
limitation  of  6  Kdtr/ioa.  Though  the  Logos  was  in  the  world,  as  the  light  of 
every  man,  the  world  did  not  know  it.  So  it  came  more  particularly  to  its 
own,  who  were  chosen  out  of  the  world  to  receive  with  especial  folneas  the 
word  of  Gk)d.  But  even  they,  with  certain  exceptions,  did  not  receive  it ; 
and  so,  finally,  still  narrowing  its  range  in  search  of  an  abiding  home,  it 
became  flesh  in  Jesus  Christ  While  taking  this  view,  I  quite  agree  with 
Schurer  that  the  reference  is  to  the  \6yos  iaapKot, 
*  ii  16. 
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commendation,^  and  ''  the  teacher  of  Israel "  was  expected  to 
understand  spiritual  things.'  The  (promised)  salvation  was 
"from  the  Jews,"  who  worshipped  what  they  knew.'  The 
good  shepherd's  "  own  sheep  "  are  Jews,  though  he  has  "  other 
sheep  which  are  not  of  this  fold,"  which  also  he  must  lead, 
that  there  may  be  one  fold,  one  shepherd.^  All  this  falls  in 
with  the  sentiment  of  a  Jew,  who  felt  that  his  race  had  had 
great  privileges,  and  been  called  to  a  glorious  work,  but,  when 
the  crisis  came,  had  proved  unequal  to  their  opportunity,  and 
through  a  blind  conservatism  had  clung  to  the  decaying 
casket,  while  they  flung  away  the  imperishable  gem  which 
it  contained. 

The  foregoing  arguments  tend  to  show  that  the  Gospel 
may  have  been,  and  probably  was,  written  by  a  Jew;  the 
following,  it  is  contended,  prove  that  he  was  an  Aramaic- 
speaking  Jew,  and  therefore  a  native  of  Palestine  rather  than 
of  Ephesus  or  Alexandria.^ 

The  language  of  the  work  is  Greek,  and  it  is  alleged  by 
those  who  impugn  its  apostolic  authorship  that  it  is  pure 
Greek,  and  presents  no  certain  instances  of  Hebraism.  This 
might  be  true  to  the  fullest  extent,  and  yet  afford  no  evidence 
that  the  writer  was  not  a  native  of  Palestine ;  for  it  is  by  no 
means  inconceivable  that  a  Palestinian  Jew,  who  resided  for 
many  years  in  a  Greek  city,  might  acquire  a  perfect  Greek 
style,  and  the  assumption  that  the  Apostle  John  could  not 
have  done  so  is  pure  assumption,  and  nothing  more.  The 
language,  however,  is  not  really  such  as  was  likely  to  proceed 
from  the  pen  of  one  to  whom  Greek  was  a  native  tongue.  It 
is  not  easy  to  define  the  qualities  of  style ;  but  if  any  one  will 
take  the  trouble  of  reading  a  few  pages  of  the  Gospel,  and 

*  i.  47.  ■  iii.  10.  '  iv.  22.  *  3C.  3  tqq^  16. 

^  Hamack  aeems  to  assume  it  as  obvious  that  the  author  was  a  Falestiniau. 
Chronolj  i  p.  678,  note  2. 
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then  a  few  pages  of  Plato  or  Thucydides,  I  think  he  will  be 
at  once  struck  with  the  difference,  and  feel  that  the  rich  and 
flowing  style  of  Greece  has  been  reduced  to  its  simplest 
elements.  Instead  of  its  full  periods  and  carefully  connected 
clauses,  we  have  a  succession  of  short  statements,  tacked 
together  with  the  most  artless  monotony.  This  distinction  is 
immediately  perceived  even  if  we  take  as  our  standard  such 
simple  Greek  as  that  of  the  Enchiridion  of  Epictetus.  Or 
we  may  compare  the  proem  of  John  with  the  preface  of  Luke. 
The  latter  consists  of  a  single  sentence.  In  about  the  same 
space  the  former  has  no  less  than  eleven  sentences,  either 
connected  by  km  or  left  without  any  connecting  particle.  The 
same  difference  is  apparent  in  a  comparison  with  Paul,  though 
Paul  was  not  only  a  Hellenistic  Jew,  but  was  educated  in 
Jerusalem,  and  presumably  quite  familiar  with  Aramaic  Or 
lastly,  since  the  author  is  sometimes  supposed  to  have  been 
deeply  imbued  with  the  thoughts  of  Philo,  we  may  observe 
that  the  styles  of  the  two  writers  are  absolutely  different. 
The  Greek  of  the  Gospel  is  in  fact  precisely  of  that  kind 
which  a  foreigner  would  most  easily  acquire.  But,  further, 
the  peculiarities  which  distinguish  it  from  classical  Greek  are 
Semitic  in  their  character.  As  Idghtfoot  remarks,  this  is 
shown  by  ''  the  connecting  particles,''  and  also  "  by  the  parallel- 
ism of  the  sentences,  by  the  repetition  of  the  same  words  in 
different  clauses,  by  the  order  of  the  words,  by  the  syntactical 
constructions,  and  by  individual  expressions.  Indeed,  so 
completely  is  this  character  maintained  throughout,  that  there 
is  hardly  a  sentence  which  might  not  be  translated  literally 
into  Hebrew  or  Aramaic,  without  any  violence  to  the 
language  or  to  the  sense."  ^  These  peculiarities  cannot  be 
explained  by  the  supposition  that  the  writer's  style  was 
affected  by  the  use  of  Aramaic  documents,  or  by  the  adoption 
1  ArtieUt,  pp.  i6  and  17. 
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of  the  Greek  of  the  LXX.  as  a  kind  of  sacred  language ;  for  it 
is  not  marked  by  the  obvious  Hebraisms  of  a  too  literal 
translation.  The  purity  of  the  Greek,  combined  with  its 
general  Hebraic  structure,  points  to  an  author  whose  native 
tongue  was  Aramaic,  and  who  learned  Greek  sufficiently  well 
to  speak  and  write  it  correctly,  but  too  late  in  life  to  become 
imbued  with  the  genius  of  the  language.  The  phenomena  of 
style,  then,  which  the  Gospel  exhibits,  appear  to  be  in  harmony 
with  the  traditional  view.  It  may  be  said,  indeed,  that  one 
engaged  in  the  fishing  trade  by  the  lake  of  Galilee  would 
have  spoken  Greek  from  his  early  years.  This  may  be  true  to 
a  certain  extent ;  but  he  would  probably  have  spoken  it  only 
in  his  business  transactions,  and  would  have  habitually  spoken, 
and  probably  always  thought,  in  Aramaic. 

I  feel  more  confidence  in  the  preceding  argument  than  in 
the  following,  on  which  Lightfoot  lays  considerable  stress.^ 
The  writer  of  the  Gospel  several  times  follows  the  LXX.  in 
his  quotations  from  the  Old  Testament ;  but  in  a  few  instances 
he  fails  to  do  so,  and  appears  to  have  had  either  the  original 
text  or  a  Targum  before  him.  In  xiL  40  there  is  a  quotation 
from  Isaiah  vi.  10,  "  He  has  blinded  their  eyes,  and  hardened 
their  heart,"  etc  The  rendering  is  quite  different  from  that 
of  the  LXX. ;  but  neither  does  it  follow  the  Hebrew.  It  both 
transposes  and  omits  clauses,  whereas  the  LXX.  adheres  to 
the  order  of  the  original.  Both  alike  alter,  though  in  different 
ways,  the  Hebrew  imperative,  "make  fat  the  heart  of  this 
people,"  etc  We  might  infer  from  this  that  it  is  simply  an 
example  of  loose,  memoriter  citation.  Lightfoot,  however, 
presses  the  following  argument: — "The  LXX.  translators 
taking  offence,  as  it  would  seem,  at  ascribing  the  hardening 
of  the  heart  to  God's  own  agency,  have  thrown  the  sentence 

1  Articles^  p.  19  $qq^  and  a  letter  in  the  Unitarian  Heraldy  dated  May  22, 
1 87 1,  in  reply  to  some  strictures  by  the  Rev.  R.  B.  Drummond. 
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into  a  passive  form :  '  The  heart  of  this  people  was  made  fat^ 
and  with  their  ears  they  heard  heavily,  and  their  eyes  they 
closed,'  etc,  so  as  to  remove  the  difficulty.  If,  therefore,  the 
evangelist  had  derived  the  passage  from  the  LXX.,  it  is 
inconceivable  that  he  would  have  reintroduced  the  active 
form,  thus  wantonly  reviving  a  difficulty,  unless  he  had  the 
original  before  him."  This  argument  might  be  strengthened 
by  referring  to  the  fact  that  the  same  passage  is  quoted  in 
Matthew  xiii.  15,  and  that  there  the  translation  of  the  LXX. 
is  foUowed;  for  we  thus  learn  that  the  Johannine  was  not 
a  current  Christian  form  of  quotation.  Still  I  cannot  believe 
that  the  author  had  the  original  before  him  at  the  time  of 
composition ;  and  the  most  that  we  can  justly  say  is  that  his 
reminiscence  of  the  passage  was  very  slightly,  if  at  all,  con- 
trolled by  the  current  Greek  rendering.^ 

The  next  instance  is  less  open  to  objection.  In  xiii  18  there 
is  a  quotation  from  Psalm  xli.  9, "  He  that  eateth  my  bread 
lifted  up  his  heel  against  me."  Here  the  writer  substitutes 
for  the  familiar  word,  i<rdlav,  of  the  LXX.  (a  word  which  he 
never  employs)  the  unusual  Tpar/wv,  which  is  found  in  the  New 
Testament  only  once  outside  of  his  own  Gk)spel,  Matthew  xxiv. 
38.  This,  however,  is  the  mere  substitution  of  a  synonym; 
what  is  of  more  importance  is  that  he  corrects  €/ieyaXt/i«y  ex' 
€fi€  nn^pvia-fiov  into  eTrijfiev  eir  €/jl€  rhv  irripvav  avroS,  "  he  lifted 
up  his  heel  against  me,"  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew  retained 
by  our  Revisers.    This  correction  cannot  be  accidental 

The  instance  on  which  lightfoot  lays  the  greatest  stress, 
and  which  might  seem  the  most  decisive,  is  in  xix.  37, 
oylfovrai  eiV  ov  €(€K€VTfi<rav  This  is  a  quotation  from 
Zechariah  xii.  10,  where  the  Hebrew  has,  "they  shall  look 

1  The  striking  ezpreasioiiB  of  the  LXX.  are  wholly  wanting,  and  the 
agreements  are  only  in  such  ordinary  phrases  as  Um^i  tm  i^aXpLoU,  and 
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unto  me  whom  they  pierced/'  or  "unto  Aim,"  according  to 
some  manuscripts,  as  the  Revisers  tell  us  in  the  margin* 
The  LXX.  is  quite  different,  hripXe^ovrai  irpo^  M*>  avff&v 
tcaro^PXno'avTO,  "because  they  danced  in  triumph"  or  "insulted." 
It  is  clear  that  the  translators  read  ^^V}  (leaped)  instead 
of  ^Tl  (pierced).  Here  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  LXX* 
has  been  corrected  by  reference  to  the  original,  and  the  only 
doubt  can  be  whether  the  correction  is  due  immediately  to 
the  author  of  the  Gospel.  As  Franke  puts  it,  the  evangelist 
either  had  recourse  to  the  original  text  or  made  use  of 
another  Greek  translation  in  addition  to  the  LXX.  Schlirer^ 
admits  the  dilemma,  but  is  inclined  to  accept  the  second 
member  of  the  alternative.  He  points  out  that  i^€K€vma-av  is 
found  in  other  citations  from  Zechariah.  It  is  in  Revelation 
L  7,  where,  though  the  prophet  is  not  mentioned,  it  is  clear 
that  this  passage,  along  with  one  in  Daniel,  was  in  the 
writer's  mind.  Now,  if  the  author  was  the  same  as  the 
writer  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  this  was  only  an  earlier  instance 
of  his  recourse  to  the  Hebrew  text.  But  if  he  was  different, 
still  he  was  a  Jew,  and  may  have  recognised  the  error  of  the 
LXX  Here  we  must  observe  that  the  quotation  in  the  Gospel 
cannot  be  taken  from  Revelation,  because  the  agreement  is 
confined  to  a  single  word.  The  passage  is  cited  twice  by 
Justin  Martyr ;  and  according  to  Schurer  the  citations  are  of 
such  a  kind  that  they  go  back  directly  to  Zechariah,  and  not 
to  one  of  the  New  Testament  passages.  The  first  is  in 
Apology,  i.  52,  where  Justin  professes  to  quote  seven  con- 
secutive lines  from  Zechariah.  As,  in  the  investigation  of 
the  Gospel  question,  our  apologist  is  sometimes  treated  as  a 
model  of  accuracy,  it  is  worth  observing  that  the  quotation  is 
made  up  of  very  incorrect  reminiscences  of  Zechariah  ii.  6, 
Isaiah  xliii.  5,  xi.  12,  Zechariah  xii.  10-12,  Joel  ii.  13,  Isaiah 
^  In  the  review,  Le. 
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Ixiii  17,  Ixiv.  II.  In  the  midfit  of  this  extraoidmary 
compound,  and  quite  detached  £rom  the  connection  in 
Zechaiiah,  occur  the  words  as  they  stand  in  the  Gospel  In 
these  circumstances  it  does  not  seem  to  me  whoUy  impossible 
that  Justin  may  have  derived  them  from  the  evangelist  The 
second  instance  is  in  Dialogue  14,  where  the  words  are 
Sylrrrai  6  \ao9  ifiiov  kcu  ytwpi€i  €iV  ov  efetcevrno'av,  and  are  not 
expressly  quoted,  and  are  referred  to  Hosea.  This,  again,  does 
not  prove  any  familiarity  with  the  text  of  ZechariaL  Schiirer 
further  detects  an  allusion  to  this  translation  in  the  Epistle 
of  Bcurnahaa  vii.  9.  But  here  there  is  no  certain  reference 
to  Zechariah ;  the  word  is  not  the  same,  being  KaraKevrrifrairre^ ; 
and  it  is  derived,  as  the  context  shows,  from  a  purely 
imaginary  quotation  about  the  scape-goat  (apparently 
supposed  to  be  in  Leviticus).  I  cannot  think,  therefore,  that 
Schiirer's  contention  is  proved,  and  that  as  early  as  the  date 
of  the  Apocalypse  there  must  have  existed  a  Greek  text  of 
Zechariah  which  contained  the  reading  e^&ceirnfa-ay.  More 
important  is  the  remark  that  the  word  stands  in  Aquila  and 
Theodotion,  and  that  indications  are  accumulating  that  the 
latter  is  considerably  older  than  is  generally  assumed  We 
must  observe,  however,  that  Theodotion  reads  xai  ein/Ski- 
yfrovTcu  irpo9  fie  etg  ov  i^€Kiimi<rav^  The  quotation,  therefore,  is 
not  taken  in  its  entirety  from  Theodotion  any  more  than  from 
the  LXX.  Supposing,  however,  that  it  was  proved  that  the 
quotation  was  derived  from  the  later  version,  we  should  be 
obliged  to  ask  why  the  evangelist  here  abandoned  the  LXX., 
unless,  from  his  knowledge  of  the  original  text,  he  was  aware 
that  the  earlier  translators  were  wrong.  Merely  to  say  that 
the  text  of  Theodotion  may  have  been  in  existence,  and  may 
have  been  used  in  this  particular  passage,  explains  nothing. 

1  Field,  OrigeniM  Hegoaplorwn  qua  tupertunt.    Aquila  reads  ^  f  H*m> ; 
but  the  fint  words  are  not  given. 
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As  a  further  test  of  this  hypothesis  we  may  turn  to  Psahn  xli. 
9  (LXX.,  xL  10),  where  Aquila  and  Theodotion  read  Korefxeya- 
Xvvdfi  jjLov  Trrepvcu  This  translation,  although  it  corrects  the 
Trrepyia-fiov  of  the  LXX.,  does  not  explain  the  Johannine 
rendering.  The  passage  in  Isaiah  is  not  given ;  but,  in  confir- 
mation of  lightfoot's  argument,  we  may  observe  that 
Symmachus  translates,  "This  people  made  their  ears  heavy,, 
and  shut  their  eyes,"  etc.,  so  that  he  goes  even  beyond 
the  LXX.  in  altering  the  doctrine  of  the  passage,  and 
tiurows  the  entire  blame  upon  the  people  themselves.  It 
is,  perhaps,  not  unfair  to  conclude  that  the  intermediate 
translators  had  some  similar  method  of  escaping  the  difficulty* 
I  cannot  but  think,  therefore,  that  the  recourse  to  Theodotion 
is  rather  a  makeshift,  which  is  not  supported  by  evidence,, 
and,  if  it  were,  would  not  materially  alter  the  argument. 
Nevertheless,  the  argument  is  open  to  some  doubt.  The 
undertaking  of  the  later  Greek  translations,  like  that  of 
our  own  Revised  Version,  must  have  been  suggested  by  the 
known  errors  of  the  ancient  text;  and  it  is  quite  possible 
that,  before  any  revision  was  actually  undertaken,  it  may 
have  become  a  matter  of  common  knowledge,  among  those 
who  cared  for  the  Scriptures,  that  certain  passages  required 
emendation.  The  Christians  would  naturally  turn  their 
attention  chiefly  to  Messianic  quotations;  and  it  is  con- 
ceivable that  there  may  have  grown  up,  whether  in  writings 
or  not,  an  anthology  of  passages  useful  in  controversy,  which 
differed  more  or  less  from  the  current  Greek  translation.  This 
is,  of  course,  only  conjecture ;  but  I  think  it  affords  a  possible 
explanation  of  the  phenomena  of  the  Johannine  quotations.^ 

1  See  all  the  qnotationa  claanfied  in  Westcott^  IfUroducHotiy  pp.  xiii.  fg» 
It  appears  that,  while  in  three  cases  the  evangelist  agrees  with  the  Hebrew 
against  the  LXX.,  there  is  no  case  where  he  agrees  with  the  LXX.  against 
the  Hebrew.  Franke  produces  several  allosions  to  Scriptoral  language  which 
accord  with  the  Hebrew,  not  with  the  LXX.  (JDoi  a.  T,  bei  Jo.y  pp.  286  »qq.)- 
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CHAPTER  II 

THE  writer's  knowledge  OP  THE  TOPOGRAPHY 
OF  PALESTINE 

An  important  argument  is  f omided  on  the  writer's  knowledge 
of  the  topography  of  Palestine.  He  is  the  first  known  writer 
who  mentions  Cana  of  Galilee,  so  described  apparently  in 
order  to  distinguish  it  from  another  Cana  in  Coelo-Syria^; 
and  he  was  aware  that  it  was  necessary  to  ''  go  down  "  from 
this  to  Capernaum.^  In  this  connection  we  may  observe  that, 
while  Luke,  a  Greek  writer,  calls  the  sea  of  Galilee  a  lake, 
and  never  a  sea,  our  author  retains  the  local  practice,  which 
is  also  followed  by  Matthew  and  Mark,  and  calls  it  a  "  sea^" 
and  never  a  lake.  When  he  first  mentions  it,  however,'  he 
adds  to  the  ''  sea  of  Galilee  "  r^  TifiepidSo^,  either  to  explain 
to  his  Greek  readers  what  was  meant  or  to  indicate  the  part 
of  the  lake  which  he  had  in  his  mind.  He  also  evinces  his 
knowledge  that  Tiberias  was  situated  on  the  shore.^  It  must 
be  remarked,  however,  that  writers  of  the  first  century  never 
speak  of  the  sea  "  of  Tiberias,"  which  from  the  second  century 
became  more  and  more  the  official  description.^  This  might 
seem  to  point  to  a  second  century  date  for  the  Gospel  But, 
in  the  first  place,  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  reading  r^ 

1  ii  I,  II  ;  iv.  46 ;  xxL  2.    See  Josepbns,  Ant.,  xv.  v.  i. 
•  ii.  13 ;  iv.  47,  49,  51.  *  vi.  I.  *  vL  23. 

^  So  it  is  stated  by  K.  Furrer  in  an  article,  ''Das  Qeographische  iin 
Evangelium  nacb  Jobannes,''  in  tbe  Zeitkhr,/.  neut.  Wi$8^  1902,  pp.  261  9q. 

366 
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FaXiXa/ar  rSh  Ti/SepiaSo^  is  original,  and  the  name  of  the 
town  may  be  a  later  explanatory  gloss.  And,  secondly,  if 
the  gloss  has  proceeded  from  the  Evangelist  himself,  it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  cross  the  borders  of  the  first  century; 
for  we  cannot  be  sure  when  the  later  name  began  to  be 
used,  and  the  text,  if  genuine,  points  to  a  transition  from  the 
old  to  the  new  designation.  If  this  remark  be  correct,  the 
mention  of  "the  sea  of  Tiberias"  in  xxi.  i  can  hardly  be 
used  to  prove  the  later  date  of  the  final  chapter.  We  may 
observe,  moreover,  that  Pausanias,  whom  Furrer  cites  as  the 
first  Greek  writer  to  use  the  later  expression,  speaks  of  Xlfjiv^, 
not  Oakaa-a-a,  TijSepiaSo^'  In  regard  to  the  remaining  topo- 
graphical features  delineated  in  chapter  vi.,  Furrer,  speaking 
from  personal  observation,  says  they  are  surprisingly  clear  and 
exact. 

He  alone  is  acquainted  with  a  "Bethany  beyond  the 
Jordan,"  ^  but  he  is  quite  aware  that  there  is  another  Bethany 
about  fifteen  furlongs  from  Jerusalem^;  and,  accordingly, 
when  he  first  refers  to  the  latter,  he  distinguishes  it  as  the 
village  of  Mary  and  Martha,'  just  as  he  distinguished  Beth- 
saida  as  the  city  of  Andrew  and  Peter.  This  is  a  very  natural 
way  for  an  old  friend  to  refer  to  a  village  where  he  had  held 
sweet  converse  with  people  whom  Jesus  loved ;  but  it  does  not 
resemble  the  manner  of  a  distant  historian.  While  we  are  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  Bethany  we  may  refer  to  a  touch  of 
local  knowledge  on  which  lightfoot  lays  some  stress.^  In 
the  account  of  the  triumphal  entry  into  Jerusalem,^  this 
Evangelist  tells  us  that  the  people  "took  the  branches  of 
the  palm-trees,"  as  though  he  were  alluding  to  some  familiar 
scene,  the  palm-trees  which  he  knew  so  well  on  the  Mount  of 
Olives,  not  far  from  Bethany,  "  the  house  of  dates."    Matthew 

1  i.  28.  *  xi.  18.  3  xi  I. 

*  ArtieUsy  pp.  89  sq,  *  xiL  12  iqq. 
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and  Mark  are  content  with  the  more  indefinite  term,  ''the 
trees/' and  Luke  omits  this  feature  of  the  narrative  altogether. 
Not  far  off  was  the  "  brook  Cedron/*  or,  more  properly,  Eidron. 
This  is  referred  to  by  John  alone  as  having  been  crossed  by 
Jesus  on  his  way  to  the  Mount  of  Olives,  so  that  here  again 
we  have  an  evidence  of  local  knowledge,  which  is  introduced 
quite  casually,  and  might  just  as  well  have  been  omitted.  We 
cannot  dweU  upon  the  correctness  of  the  description  of  it  as  a 
"  winter  torrent "  (so  the  word  ought  to  be  rendered,  instead  of 
"  brook "),  for  this  might  have  been  derived  from  the  LXX.^ 
We  cannot  now  discuss  the  various  readings.  If  rwv  (instead 
of  Tov)  KeSpwv,  which  is  supported  by  a  great  preponderance 
of  the  Greek  authorities,  be  correct,  and  not  an  error  of 
copyists,  it  only  shows  that  occasionally  (as  in  the  passage 
cited  in  the  note  from  the  LXX.)  the  Hebrew  name  was  changed 
into  a  Greek  one  with  almost  the  same  sound,  though  quite  a 
different  meaning — a  sort  of  change  which  is  by  no  means 
without  example.  The  Hebrew,  Kidron,  means  "black"  or 
"dark,"  and  Westcott  suggests  that  it  may  have  been  so 
called,  not  from  the  colour  of  the  water,  but  from  the  "dark ** 
trees  that  grew  close  by.* 

We  may  pass  now  to  other  parts  of  Palestine.  The  writer 
knows  the  situation  of  Jacob's  well,'  and  that  it  is  deep,^ 
which  it  is.  He  knows  that  there  was  a  mountain  close  by, 
where  the  Samaritans  worshipped.^  He  knows  that  there 
were  cornfields  in  the  neighbourhood.®  Every  feature  is  true 
to  the  locality ;  yet  nothing  is  described.  It  is  the  woman  who 
lets  us  know  the  depth  of  the  well,  and  the  presence  of  the 
mountain;  and  it  is  Jesus  who  alludes  to  the  cornfields  to 
illustrate  his  discourse.    We  are  not  told  the  name  of  the 

1  See,  for  inBtaiice,  i  (3)  Kinge  zv.  13,  ip  r^  x«M^i^  fw  ic49pmp, 

*  CommwrUaryf  p.  267.  '  iv.  6.  *  iv.  11. 

•  iv.  20.  •  It.  35. 
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mountain,  or  that  the  Samaritans  had  a  temple  there.  There 
is  a  total  absence  of  the  literary  art  of  a  distant  narrator. 
The  author  seems  to  have  vividly  before  his  own  mind  the 
scene  which  he  knew  so  well  in  former  days,  and  quite  to 
forget  that  his  readers  cannot  possibly  know  it  as  well  as  he 
does  himself.  This  mode  of  treatment  appears  to  me  to  be  a 
strong  evidence  of  first-hand  knowledge.  One  difficulty,  how- 
ever, there  is, — ^the  allusion  to  a  city  called  Sychar  ^ ;  but  this 
we  must  reserve  till  we  are  treating  objections.  Again,  the 
writer  is  acquainted  with  the  little  known  city  of  Ephraim,' 
situated  north-east  of  Jerusalem.  And,  lastly,  he  mentions 
the  otherwise  unknown  Aenon,  where  there  were  "many 
waters.'''  The  name  is  certainly  Semitic,  being  formed  from 
17,  a  fountain,  whether  it  be  an  adjectival  form,  or  the 
Chaldee  plural,  or  a  compound,  meaning  the  well  of  the 
dova  We  cannot  therefore  ascribe  it  to  the  invention  of  a 
Greek  writer.  Besides,  we  are  told  that  this  place  was  near 
Salim,  and  the  allusion  to  what  was  done  beyond  the  Jordan  ^ 
shows  that  it  was  in  western  Palestine.  Now,  ''a  place 
bearing  the  name  of  'Ayniin  has  been  found  not  far  from 
a  valley  abounding  in  springs  to  the  north  of  SaZi/m,  which 
lies  not  far  to  the  east  of  Nahlovs"  ^    Whether  this  be  the 

*  iv.  5.  »  xi.  54.  *  iii.  23.  *  ill.  26. 

^  Westcott,  Commentary^  p.  58,  with  a  reference  to  Palettine  ExplonUion 
Bqwrt,  1874,  pp.  141  $q.  The  page  in  the  reference  is  wrongly  numbered. 
The  article  is  on  pp.  191  9q.  of  the  *'  Quarterly  Statement"  of  the  PalesUne 
Exploration  Fund,  'Ayniin  ia  three  or  four  miles  north  of  the  springs. 
Lieut.  Conder  remarks  that  it  is  '*  on  one  of  the  main  lines  through  the 
country  from  Jerusalem  to  Nazareth.  It  has  been  suggested  that  our 
Lord's  journey  through  Samaria  was  with  the  object  of  visiting  the 
Baptbt^  and,  were  such  the  case,  he  *  needs  must'  pass  by  Shechem  in 
order  to  arrive  at  the  springs  of  Wady  Far^h  ** — the  springs  in  question. 
An  objection  to  this  identification  is  the  distance  (about  seven  miles)  from 
Salim  to  the  springs.  Dr  Mommert,  in  a  recent  work,  thinks  the  locality 
was  on  the  east  of  Jordan  ;  but  Schiirer  finds  his  arguments  unconvincing. 
{Aenon  und  Bethania,  die  TaufsUttten  dee   Tduferij  1903.      Reviewed  by 

24 
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Aenon  intended  or  not,  the  Semitic  name  is  an  evidence  of 
local  knowledge.  And  we  must  once  more  observe  how  casual 
is  the  allusion  which  places  it  on  the  west  of  the  Jordan. 
There  is  no  statement  to  this  effect;  it  is  simply  that  the 
speaker's  language  is  exactly  adapted  to  the  situation. 

No  less  interesting  are  the  allusions  to  places  in  Jerusalem. 
I  have  already  given  instances  of  the  writer's  knowledge 
of  the  temple,  and  this  is  hardly  made  more  impressive  by 
the  mention  of  Solomon's  porch  ^;  for  this  might  possibly 
have  been  suggested  by  Acts  iii.  ii.  Tet  even  here  there 
is  an  instructive  little  difference  between  the  two  writers. 
The  author  of  Acts,  as  though  referring  to  something  not 
familiarly  known,  speaks  of  "the  porch  which  is  called 
Solomon's";  the  evangelist,  as  though  reviving  an  ancient 
habit,  simply  gives  the  name  to  which  he  had  been  accustomed, 
''Solomon's  porch."  More  remarkable  is  the  allusion  to  the 
time  in  which  the  temple  was  built.'  The  Jews  are  repre- 
sented as  saying  that  the  vao^  was  built  in  forty-six  year& 
This  is  such  a  casual  statement  that  we  cannot  suppose  it  to 
have  been  introduced  in  order  to  display  the  writer's  archaeo- 
logical knowledge.  The  fact  cannot  have  been  learned  from 
Josephus,forJosephus  expressly  says  that  the  vaag  was  built  in 
a  year  and  six  months.^  Here,  then,  there  is  at  first  sight  a 
complete  departure  from  historical  accuracy.    The  connected 

Schtirer  in  the  Theologische  LUeratursMung,  May  9,  1903.)  Fairer  adecto 
the  springs  of  'Ain-F&ra,  about  two  hours  distant  £rom  Jerusalem,  the 
ravine  higher  up  being  called  Wadi  Sel&m  ("Das  Geographische  im 
Evan,  nach  Johan.,"  in  Zeitsehr.  /.  neiU.  Wiss.,  1902,  p.  258).  Dr  Cheyne 
conjectures  that  for  rov  Sox^/i  we  should  read  'Upovo'aA.^/A,  and  identify 
Aenon  with  'Ain  Earim  (EncycL  Bib.,  Salim).  Bretschneider  thought 
there  was  no  such  place,  and  that  the  writer,  through  ignorance,  mistook 
nn*  fontes,  in  the  book  which  he  used,  for  the  name  of  a  city  (pp.  96  9qq,). 
But  it  is  very  unlikely  that  a  Greek  author  could  have  read  an  Aramaic 
book  at  all. 

*  X.  23.  ■  iL  2G. 

3  Ant,,  XV,  zi.  6.    I  do  not  remember  seeing  any  notice  of  this. 
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works,  however,  were  not  completed  till  the  reign  of  Nero.^ 
The  total  time,  therefore,  occupied  in  the  rebuilding  was  far 
more  than  forty-six  years ;  so  that  the  time  mentioned  in  the 
Gospel  does  not  correspond  with  a  well-known  fact,  but  can 
be  found  only  by  reckoning  the  number  of  years  which 
elapsed  from  the  beginning  of  the  work  tiU  the  moment  when 
the  words  are  said  to  have  been  spoken.  But  this  period  is 
not  very  easily  ascertained.  Josephus  tells  us  that  the  work 
was  begun  in  the  eighteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  Herod.* 
Now  Herod  received  the  title  of  king  from  the  Romans  in 
B.C.  40.'  This  date  is  too  early,  and  would  give  a  longer 
period  than  is  mentioned  in  the  Gospel.  We  find,  however, 
that  Herod  did  not  become  king  de  facto  till  the  year  37  RC.,* 
and  we  thus  reach  the  year  20-19  B.C.  for  the  beginning 
of  the  building.  The  addition  of  forty-six  years  brings  us  to 
27  or  28  A.D.  This  corresponds  closely  with  the  chronology 
of  Luke;  and,  though  there  is  some  uncertainty  about  a 
year  or  two,  yet,  as  lightf oot  remarks,  "  after  all  allowance 
made  for  this  margin  of  uncertainty,  the  coincidence  is 
sufficiently  striking."*  It  is  most  unlikely  that  a  Greek 
teased  himself  with  this  troublesome  investigation,  and  then 
aUowed  his  antiquarian  knowledge  to  slip  out  in  such  a  way 
that  no  one  would  take  any  notice  of  it ;  and  the  statement 
is  most  easily  explained  by  ascribing  it  to  the  writer's 
recollection.  The  use  of  vao^  can  hardly  create  a  difficulty, 
for  it  takes  up  the  word  used  by  Jesus,  and  might  be  loosely 
applied  to  the  temple  with  aU  its  connected  ornaments  and 
buildings,  without  which  the  sanctuary  itself  might  hardly 
seem  to  be  complete.    Elsewhere  the  writer  invariably  uses 

c         / 

lepov. 

^  AfU.f  XZ.  ix.  7,  T^f  KoX  rh  Upbr  irtr4Kt^o, 

^  Ant.j  XV.  xi.  I.  8  Joeephus,  AnL^  xnr.  xiv.  4. 

*  Ant.,  XIV.  XV.  14,  xvi.  2.  *  ArticUs,  p.  91. 
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There  are  some  other  local  touches  which  are  not  likely 
to  have  proceeded  from  a  Greek.  We  are  told  that  "there 
is  in  Jerusalem,  at  the  sheep-gate,  a  pool,^  which  is  called  in 
Hebrew  Bethzatha."  ^  I  follow  here  the  reading  of  Tischendorf 
and  Westcott  and  Hort,  instead  of  the  usual  Bethesda.*  No 
other  Jewish  writer  mentions  this  pool,  and  there  is  some 
uncertainty  about  the  meaning  of  eirc  rf  irpoiSariirf .  There 
was  a  gate  known  by  this  name,  which  is  mentioned  in 
Nehemiah  iiL  i,  32,  xiL  39;  but  there  vvXvi  is  always 
expressed,  and  no  instance  is  cited  of  the  omission  of  this 
word.  This  pool,  however,  notwithstanding  some  uncertainiy 
as  to  its  situation,^  cannot  have  been  invented  by  a  Greek ;  for, 
whichever  reading  be  correct,  the  name  can  be  explained  from 
Aramaic  Bethesda  represents  M'jpq  n^3,  the  house  of  mercy, 
or,  perhaps,  as  Brose  suggests,  K*;i$^  n^^/^ocus  effiisionis";^ 
Bethzatha,  Miri^  n^3,  the  house  of  the  olive.  Now,  a  Greek, 
writing  long  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  was  not 
likely  to  know  anything  about  this  pool ;  and  if  he  invented 
it,  and  obtained  an  Aramaic  name  for  it  from  some  friendly 
Jew,  he  would  most  probably  have  told  us  what  the  name 
meant.  But  all  is  as  we  should  expect,  if  the  writer  simply 
speaks  from  his  own  recollection. 

The  Pool  of  Siloam  is  well  known,  and  we  cannot  lay 
much  stress  on  the  mere  fact  that  it  is  referred  to.^    But 

*  Or  rather  "  a  swimming-bath,"  KoKwfifi^pa.  *  v.  2. 

'  See  a  note  on  the  reading  by  Nestle  in  the  ZeUickr.  /.  neui,  W%Bt.j  1902, 
pp.  171  «g. 

*  A  pool,  which  seems  best  to  correspond  with  the  description,  was 
discovered  hj  Herr  E.  Schick  ;  and  a  full  account  of  it  is  given  in  the 
'* Quarterly  Statement"  of  the  PaUitiM  Exploration  Fund  for  1888, 
pp.  115  aqq.    Some  further  particulars  are  given  in  1890,  pp.  18  sqq. 

^  See  two  articles  by  Brose  on  '^Der  Teich  Bethesda*'  in  the  Theoiog. 
Stud,  und  KrU.^  1902,  pp.  133  sqq. ;  and  1903,  pp.  153  sqq.  He  thinks  the 
troubling  of  the  water  was  caused  by  the  discharge,  through  a  canal,  from 
one  of  the  receptacles  in  the  temple  containing  the  blood  from  the  sacrifices. 


•  IX.  7. 
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the  author  tells  us  that  it  means  "  sent,"  whether  he  regarded 
it  as  typical  of  Christ,  the  "Sent"  of  God,  or  because  he  was 
struck  with  the  sending  of  the  blind  man  to  it,  or  simply 
referring  to  the  intermittent  sending  forth  of  the  water. 
Now  this  interpretation  could  not  easily  be  derived  from  the 
Greek  form  of  the  word.  The  original  is  rih^^  applied  to 
the  sending  or  outflow  of  the  water.  This  is  transliterated 
into  ^i\wa/i  by  the  LXX.  in  Isaiah  viiL  6.  The  writer, 
therefore,  accepts  the  current  Greek  form,  but,  without 
giving  any  explanation  to  his  readers,  falls  back  on  a  Semitic 
word,  which,  to  aU  appearance,  he  must  have  derived  either 
from  his  actual  knowledge  of  the  place  or  from  his  familiarity 
with  the  Hebrew  Scriptures ;  and  then  he  gives  it  an  inter- 
pretation which,  though  probably  not  the  one  from  which 
the  pool  really  received  its  name,  is  nevertheless  gram- 
matically admissible.^ 

That  the  PrsBtorium  and  Golgotha  are  mentioned  is  not 
surprising,  as  we  hear  of  them  in  the  other  Gospels ;  but  John 
alone  informs  us'  that  Pilate's  tribunal  was  in  a  place  called 
"  pavement,"  or  in  Hebrew  Gabbatha.  The  use  of  a  pavement 
or  mosaic  for  the  tribunal  is  in  agreement  with  Roman 
custom ;  but  what  deserves  particular  notice  here  is  that  the 
popular  name  did  not  correspond  with  that  used  by  the 
Romans.  The  writer  does  not  say  that  the  place  was  named 
Gabbatha,  which  is  by  interpretation  Pavement,  but  rather 
implies,  I  think,  that  the  two  names  had  different  meanings, 
although  he  does  not  translate  the  Aramaic  word.  The 
latter,  whatever  be  its  precise  derivation,  seems  undoubtedly 
to  have  been  given  to  the  place  from  its  elevated  or  open 

^  ''Sent"  would  be  properly  o^W^,  bnt  the  other  form  is  said  to  be 
admiflBible  as  a  strengthened  participle  kal,  with  a  passive  meaning,  or  a 
form  of  the  participle  pieL  Liicke  is  inclined  to  belieye,  on  other 
grounds,  that  the  clause  is  an  early  gloss. 

*  xix.  13- 
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position.^    What  Greek  of  the  second  century  was  likely 
either  to  know  this  or  to  invent  it? 

In  regard  to  the  whole  argument  founded  on  the  topo- 
graphical knowledge  of  the  writer^  I  think  we  must  say  that 
it  is  confirmatory  of  the  traditional  view.  A  Greek  native  of 
Palestine,  or  one  who  had  travelled  or  lived  some  time  there, 
might,  no  doubt,  have  a  considerable  knowledge  of  the  country. 
But  I  do  not  think  the  latter  would  present  his  knowledge  in 
such  an  incidental  way.  He  would  feel  the  need  of  giving 
some  fuller  description  of  places  which  had  interested  him, 
and  he  would  not  be  content  with  casual  local  touches,  which 
are  perfectly  correct,  but  quite  inadequate  for  the  uninstructed 
reader.  Nor  would  he  allow  his  little  items  of  Aramaic 
knowledge  to  slip  so  artlessly  from  his  pen.  This  last 
difficulty  would  apply  also  to  a  Greek  native  of  Palestine, 
though  such  a  one  might  have  picked  up  some  scanty  acquaint- 
ance with  the  popular  dialect.  It  is  not,  of  course,  impossible 
that  a  Greek  may  have  collected  the  necessaiy  information ; 
but  there  is  nothing  in  this  part  of  our  subject  to  suggest 
Greek  authorship,  and  the  facts  fit  most  easily  into  the  old 
belief  that  the  work  was  written  by  a  Jew  who  was  familiar 
with  Palestine  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 

^  See  the  commentaries,  and  Keim,  Gegch.  Jenij  ilL  p.  365,  note  2. 
Accordmg  to  Dalman,  the  original  word,  Mfnsi,  properly  denoted  baldness 
on  the  front  part  of  the  head,  and  was  a  suitable  designation  of  the  open 
space  before  the  tower  of  Antonia,  which  served  as  a  place  of  justice. 
Die  WorU  Jetu,  L  1898,  p.  6. 
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ALLSaED  SIGNS  THAT  THE  WBITEB  WAS  AN  ETE-WITNESS 

The  argument  is  pushed  a  step  farther  when  it  is  maintained 
that  the  Qospel  contains  various  indications  that  the  writer 
was  an  eye-witness  of  the  events  which  he  records.  For 
instance,  he  specifies  particular  days,  for  no  apparent  reason 
except  that  he  remembered  them,^  and  sometimes  even 
mentions  the  hour.^  He  often  names  the  disciple  who  was 
the  speaker,  even  when  the  remark  is  not  of  great  conse- 
quence ;  Philip,*  Andrew,*  Thomas,^  Judas  not  Iscariot .•  He 
tells  us  that  Malchus  was  the  name  of  the  servant  whose  ear 
Peter  cut  off  ^ — a  fact  of  no  importance,  but  one  likely  to  be 
mentioned  if  the  writer  really  knew  the  high-priest,^  and 
related  the  occurrences  from  memory.  I  have  already 
referred  to  Ins  knowledge  of  various  places,  and  have  only  to 
remark  here  that  he  connects  various  incidents  with  them, 
frequently  for  no  discoverable  reason  beyond  the  fact  itself.® 
We  must  add  to  these  particular  examples  the  graphic 
character  of  the  work  throughout.  Take  especially  as  instances 
of  this  the  scene  with  the  woman  of  Samaria,  the  healing  of 

*  i.  29.  35,  43,  ii-  I.  *  i-  39,  i^-  6,  $2. 

*  vL  7,  xiv.  8.  *  vi  8. 

*  xi.  16,  xiv.  5,  as  well  as  the  moie  important  oecanoD,  xx.  25,  28. 

*  xiv.  22.  ^  XTiii.  10.  *  xviiL  1 5. 

*  See  Salmon,  In^rod.,  pp.  325  tqq. ;  Weizaacker,  UrUemuh.^  pp.  253  iqq.^ 
262  iqq. 
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the  blind  man,  the  raising  of  Lazaroa  What  perfect  pictures 
these  form,  harmonious  in  every  part,  and  presenting  in 
detail  a  variety  of  character  in  entire  consistency  with  the 
alleged  circumstances.  The  Gospel  is  sometimes  spoken  of  as 
though  it  were  a  monotonous  unfolding  of  the  Logos  doctrine, 
and  brought  before  us  a  number  of  shadowy  puppets,  marked 
by  no  distinguishing  f eaturea  I  cannot  but  think  that  this 
view  is  partly  owing  to  the  prepossessions  of  critical  dog- 
matism, but  partly  also  to  the  identity  of  style  and  tone 
which,  wherever  you  may  open  the  book,  at  once  betrays  the 
author.  The  simplicity  is  not  the  simplicity  of  Genesis  or 
Homer,  in  which  we  forget  all  but  the  persons  and  events  that 
are  brought  before  us;  the  dramatic  power  is  not  that  of 
Shakespeare,  in  which  the  author  is  hidden  behind  his  own 
creationa  On  the  contrary,  everything  seems  more  or  less 
transfused  with  the  individuality  of  the  writer;  and  I  think 
this  fact  sometimes  causes  us  to  overlook  the  wonderful  variety 
of  character  that  passes  before  us,  and  the  graphic  nature  of 
some  of  the  descriptions,  which  imprints  the  scenes  for  ever 
more  on  the  imagination. 

To  the  above  argument,  however,  I  am  unable  to  attach 
the  weight  which  is  given  to  it  by  many  vndters.  It  is 
valuable  as  pointing  out  the  consistency  of  the  book  with 
the  external  evidence;  but  as  an  independent  proof  of 
authorship,  I  doubt  whether  it  can  be  relied  upon.  The 
introduction  of  names  and  details  is  quite  in  accordance  with 
the  usage  of  apocryphal  composition.  In  the  story  about  the 
wonderful  vine  in  the  millennium  we  are  told  that  Judas  the 
traitor  did  not  believe,  and  asked  how  such  productions  would 
be  effected.^  Elsewhere  it  is  said  that  ''Salome  asked,  how 
long  shall  death  have   power."*      Clement    of    Alexandria 

^  IreDsofl,  v.  xxxiii.  3. 

*  Clem.  AL,  Stram^  iii.  6  and  9,  pp.  532  and  539  $q. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


APOCRYPHAL  LITERATURE        377 

informs  us  that  the  saying,  ''  Let  the  dead  bury  their  dead, 
but  follow  thou  me,"  was  addressed  to  Philip.^  Li  the  Prot- 
evangelium  of  James  we  are  introduced  to  ,  Joachim  and 
Anna,  the  parents  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  to  the  high-priest 
Reuben,  and  to  Anna's  servant  Judith,^  and  an  anecdote  is 
told  about  Salome.^  In  the  Acts  of  Pilate  the  woman  with 
the  issue  of  blood  appears  under  the  name  of  Bemice^;  the 
two  thieves,  who  were  crucified  with  Jesus,  are  called  Dysmas 
and  Oestas^;  and  Phineas  a  priest,  Adas  a  teacher,  and 
AngsBus  a  Levite,  are  represented  as  having  heard  Jesus 
speaking  to  his  disciples  after  the  resurrection.^  From  the 
History  of  Joseph  the  Carpenter  we  learn  the  names  of 
Joseph's  two  daughters,  Assia  and  Lydia.^  The  exact  date 
of  Joseph's  death  is  fixed,  the  26th  of  the  month  Abib^;  and 
the  account  of  the  old  man's  closing  hours,  which  is  put  into 
the  mouth  of  Jesus  himself,  is  related  with  a  graphic  detail 
which  might  be  thought  to  betray  the  hand  of  an  eye-witness, 
if  anyone  cared  to  maintain  such  an  absurd  thesia  The 
narrative,  too,  of  Christ's  descent  into  Hades  and  victory 
over  it,  in  the  second  part  of  the  Acts  of  Pilate,  possesses  a 
picturesque  vividness  which  is  certainly  not  founded  on  any 
credible  tradition.  The  Fourth  Qospel  and  these  apocryphal 
productions  belong,  of  course,  to  wholly  different  orders  of 
literature,  and  I  am  not  comparing  them  except  in  the  one 
point  of  their  being  so  circumstantial  and  graphic  in  their 
descriptions.  Indeed,  the  craving  for  this  is  the  parent  of 
apocryphal  literature.  We  naturally  wish  to  make  clear  and 
sharp  to  the  imagination  what  history  has  left  in  dim  and 
vague  outlines ;  and  even  modem  and  critical  lives  of  Christ 

1  Str<m.f  iii  4,  p.  522.  »  §§  i  and  2.  '  §§  19  and  20. 

*  Or  Veronica.    In  the  Greek,  Form  A,  §  7. 

»§9.  •§H. 

'  §  2.    The  book  belongs,  perhaps,  to  the  fifth  or  sixth  century. 

•  §§  15  and  29. 
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are  by  no  means  free  from  conjectural  details,  which  give 
warmth  and  colour  to  their  representations.  The  discerning 
reader  takes  these  at  their  true  value,  and,  having  some 
imagination  of  his  own,  is  perhaps  as  much  offended  aa 
helped  by  their  insertion.  But  many  find  them  necessary 
in  order  that  the  ancient  scenes  may  assume  reality  and  life 
within  their  thought;  and  they  soon  confound  together  as 
equally  true  the  pictorial  embellishments  and  the  historical 
nucleus  around  which  they  are  grouped.  I  see  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  apocryphal  Qospels  were  meant  to  deceive 
any  more  than  Milton's  Paraddae  Lost  and  Pwradiae  Regavned, 
The  difference  between  a  poor  and  a  grand  imagination, 
between  pedestrian  prose  and  ethereal  flights  of  poetry,  does 
not  seriously  affect  the  motive  of  composition ;  and  it  is  not 
inconceivable  that  some  prose-writing  Milton  might  compose 
a  Gospel  intended  to  exhibit,  through  scenes  partly  historical, 
partly  bodied  forth  by  the  imagination,  the  profoundest 
meaning  of  Christ's  message  to  the  world,  and  that  in  the  course 
of  time  more  sluggish  and  less  aspiring  minds  would  confound 
together  the  symbol  and  the  fact,  and  mistake  for  things  of 
earth  what  was  to  be  spiritually  understood  These  con- 
siderations certainly  shake  my  faith  in  the  argument  founded 
on  the  supposed  marks  of  an  eye-witness;  for  amplitude  of 
detail  is  not  characteristic  of  an  eye-witness,  nor,  if  it  be 
drawn  from  the  writer's  imagination,  is  it  necessarily  an 
evidence  of  fraud.^ 

There  is  another  reflection  also  which  throws  doubt  upon 
this  argument.    It  is  sometimes  said  that  to  produce   an 

1  We  may  add  that  details,  such  as  an  eye-witness  might  give,  may  be 
handed  down  by  tradition.  In  illustration  of  this  the  Rev.  J.  A.  Cross 
points  out  the  greater  detail  in  the  Synoptics,  in  the  accoimtB  of  the  feeding 
of  the  fiye  thousand,  the  triumphal  entry  into  Jerusalem,  and  the 
occurrences  in  Oethsemane.  (See  an  article  in  the  ExpotUoTy  4th  Series,  tL, 
1892,  pp.  127  aqq.) 
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untrue  narrative  possessing  snch  verisimilitade  as  the  Qospel 
would  have  been  quite  beyond  the  capacity  of  any  writer  of 
the  second  century:  such  an  author  would  be  without 
example;  such  a  work  would  be  a  literary  mirade.  In 
making  this  allegation  people  seem  to  forget  that  the  book 
is  in  any  case  unique.  Whether  it  be  true  history,  or  the 
offspring  of  spiritual  imagination,  or  a  mixture  of  both,  no 
<»ie,  so  far  as  we  know,  could  have  written  it  in  the  second 
or  any  other  century,  except  the  man  who  did  write  it ;  and 
to  assert  that  an  unexampled,  unknown,  and  unmeasured 
literary  genius  could  not  have  done  this  or  that  appears  to 
me  extremely  hazardous.  In  this  connection  we  cannot 
forget  that  the  author's  fullest  graphic  power  is  displayed  in 
narratives,  such  as  that  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  which  are 
most  exposed  to  objection  on  purely  critical  grounds,  or,  like 
the  conversation  with  the  woman  of  Samaria,  at  which  John 
was  not  present. 
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OONCLUBINO  ABGUMEKTS  AND  OBSERVATIONS 

Ons  or  two  other  detached  arguments  must  be  noticed  before 
we  leave  this  portion  of  our  subject.  Attention  has  been 
called  to  the  fact  that  our  author  refers  to  the  Baptist  simply 
as  John,  without  the  addition  of  6  /SairrKnik  or  6  fiairri^wf; 
and  it  is  suggested  that  he  does  so  because  his  own  name 
was  John,  and  he  was  the  only  man  with  whom  the  Baptist 
was  likely  to  be  confounded.  This  argument  does  not  strike 
me  as  possessing  much  force.  Neither  Mark  nor  Luke  intro- 
duces the  distinctive  epithet,  when  John  is  first  named,  and 
neither  writer  ever  appends  it  except  through  the  reported 
words  of  another.  If  it  be  said  that  at  all  events  a  writer  of 
the  second  century  would  have  used  the  familiar  designation, 
I  may  observe  that  Justin  Martyr  names  John  several  times ; 
but,  when  he  first  introduces  him,  he  does  not  describe  him 
as  the  Baptist,  and,  unless  I  have  overlooked  some  passage, 
he  only  once  calls  him  so  except  when  he  is  expressly  quot- 
ing from  the  Gospels.  Indeed,  he  omits  it  even  when  he  is 
alluding  to,  though  not  quoting,  passages  in  the  Gospels 
where  it  occurs.  I  am  afraid,  therefore,  that  this  argument, 
which  at  first  sight  has  an  enticing  look,  must  be  dismissed. 
I  may  allude  here  to  a  suggestion  of  Weizsacker's,  that  so 
much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  testimony  of  the  Baptist  because 
there  were  disciples  of  his  stiU  left  in  Ephesus,  who  may 
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have  been  involved  in  the  controversy  against  the  Christian 
f  aith.^  This  is  interesting,  but  hardly  amounts  to  an  argu- 
ment. 

The  Gospel,  as  we  have  seen,  departs  widely  from  the 
synoptical  tradition;  and  it  is  contended  that  no  writer  of 
the  middle  of  the  second  century  would  have  ventured  on 
such  a  deviation,  or,  if  he  had  ventured  on  it,  could  have 
hoped  to  procure  acceptance  for  his  book.  If  we  are  obliged 
to  suppose  that  the  Gospel  was  from  the  first  intended  to  be 
taken  as  literal  history,  I  think  there  is  great  force  in  this 
argument.  Many  differences  from  the  synoptics  lie  upon  the 
surface,  and  were  perceived  and  felt  to  be  difficulties  at  an 
early  period.  Before  the  date  of  Justin's  apologetic  writings 
we  know  that  certain  Gospels  were  established  in  ecclesi- 
astical use  as  the  authentic  records  of  the  life  and  teaching 
of  Christ,  and  that  these  (even  if  they  were  not  our  present 
Gospels)  were  on  the  whole  conformed  to  the  synoptical 
account  A  new  Gospel  which  obviously  departed  from  this 
account,  and  even  seemed  to  contradict  it  in  important  points, 
would  have  been  sure  to  excite  suspicion  and  opposition ;  and 
consequently  a  writer  who  wished  to  procure  acceptance  for 
new  incidents  and  new  theological  thoughts  would  have  tried 
to  fit  them  into  the  framework  of  the  older  history.  This 
argument  diminishes  in  force  in  proportion  as  we  recede 
towards  the  first  century,  and  approach  the  time  when  there 
was  still  a  living  tradition,  and  the  synoptics  were  less 
exclusively  in  occupation  of  the  field.  I  cannot  but  think, 
however,  that  the  efiect  of  this  consideration  is  lessened  if  we 
once  admit  that  the  writer  consciously  imported  an  ideeJ 
element  into  his  work,  and  that  at  the  time  of  its  publication 
it  was  accepted  as  less  strictly  historical  than  the  older 
narratives,  as  a  spiritual  interpretation  rather  than  a  literal 
1  Das  Apost,  Zeit.,  p.  549. 
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record  of  Christ's  life.  But  even  on  this  supposition  I  think 
that  a  writer  who  was  utterly  unknown  and  without  public 
influence  (for  this  must  be  part  of  the  hypothesis)  would  have 
anticipated  the  attacks  of  a  much  larger  party  of  Alogi  than 
actually  arose,  and  would  not  have  encumbered  himself  with 
needless  difficulty  by  forsaking  the  accepted  ecclesiastical 
lines.  This  argument,  therefore,  certainly  appears  to  possess 
some  force  in  vindicating  the  early  date  of  the  GospeL  It 
has  no  direct  bearing  on  the  authorship  except  to  this  extent, 
that  those  who  regard  the  Qospel  as  strictly  historical 
maintain  very  justly  that  only  one  who  personally  knew 
the  facts  would  have  ventured  to  remodel  the  current 
tradition.  This  will  have  less  weight  in  proportion  as 
we  are  obliged  to  admit  the  presence  of  unhistorical 
elements. 

Finally,  it  is  urged  that  the  total  absence  of  allusion  to  the 
great  controversies  of  the  second  century  is  conclusive  proof  of 
the  early  date  of  the  QospeL  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that 
the  work  has  a  theological  purpose.  It  is  maintained  by  those 
who  deny  the  Johannine  authorship  that  it  is,  to  say  the  least, 
deeply  coloured  by  the  thoughts  of  the  writer;  and  certainly 
in  his  Proem  he  has  free  scope  for  exposing  the  errors  of  his 
day.  How  is  it,  then,  that  he  moves  serenely  upon  his  own 
heights,  and  takes  no  notice  of  the  strife  that  raged  beneath 
him,  and  threatened  to  rend  the  Church  into  fragments  ?  The 
distinguishing  features  of  the  second  century  are  the  rise  and 
growth  of  the  great  Gnostic  systems,  the  appearance  of 
Montanism,  and  the  Paschal  controversy;  and  we  must  re- 
member that  the  two  last  particularly  concerned  Asia  Minor, 
where  the  Gospel  is  said  to  have  been  written,  and  the  first 
not  only  sought  a  home  in  various  parts  of  the  empire,  but 
especially  affected  Alexandria,  to  which  some  would  transfer 
our  evangelist.    I  think  we  may  safely  affirm  that,  if  we 
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except  Docetism,  which  is  said  to  have  been  a  very  early  form 
of  heresy,  no  one  could  suspect,  from  reading  the  Oospel  and 
First  Epistle  of  John,  that  such  controversies  ever  existed,  and 
that  there  is  not  a  single  passage  which  receives  a  clear  and 
unquestioned  illumination  from  our  knowledge  of  them.  It  is 
true  that  aUusions  have  been  discovered  to  these  exciting 
themes.  But  can  anyone  seriously  believe  that  the  very  obscure 
transference  of  the  last  supper  to  the  evening  of  the  13th  of 
Nisan  was  really  intended  to  influence  the  Quartodeciman 
controversy  ?  Where  is  the  sign  of  polemical  intent  ?  Would 
not  a  vndter  with  such  a  purpose  have  made  it  perfectly  dear 
that  he  really  did  transfer  the  day,  instead  of  leaving  it  to  be 
inferred  from  passages  not  directly  connected  with  the  subject, 
and  would  he  not  have  pointed  out  in  some  way  the  bear- 
ing of  his  altered  history  on  the  point  in  dispute  ?  So,  again, 
the  passages  about  the  Holy  Spirit  might  be  used  by  the 
Montanists,  but  who  could  infer  the  existence  of  Montanism 
from  the  passages?  If  the  controversy  had  already  begun, 
would  there  not  be  something  to  indicate  that  there  were 
conflicting  views,  something  to  favour  or  to  rebuke  the 
Phrygian  extravagance?  And  once  more,  the  presence  of 
Gnostic  terms  only  renders  more  impressive  the  utter  silence 
about  Gnostic  systems,  and  points  to  a  time  when  the  latter 
had  not  yet  arisen.  If  the  Gospel  occupied  the  place  which  is 
traditionally  assigned  to  it,  then  naturally  the  Gnostics 
borrowed  some  of  its  phraseology,  and  the  faint  resemblances 
that  exist  are  fully  explained ;  but  it  is  not  likely  that,  if  the 
conflict  had  begun,  the  writer  would  appropriate  Gnostic  terms 
without  a  word  of  explanation,  and  without  a  line  of  rebuke 
for  those  who  used  them  in  the  propagation  of  error.  In  all 
these  questions  the  evangelist  transports  us  to  an  earlier 
period  with  an  unstudied  ease  and  completeness  which,  I 
think,  cannot  be  adequately  explained  by  his  desire  to  preserve 
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historical  veriaimilitude.  It  is  tme  we  are  dealing  with  a 
unique  writer,  to  whom  the  ordinary  laws  of  evidence  are  not 
always  applicable ;  but  in  this  connection  we  may  remark  on 
the  eagerness  with  which  he  attacks  what  he  regards  as 
error,  and  his  unsparing  condemnation  of  unbelieL  His  was 
not  the  temperament  to  leave  without  reproof  doctrines 
which  he  thought  were  desolating  the  Church.  In  the 
Epistle,  moreover,  the  plea  of  historical  verisimilitude  is 
not  applicable;  and  there  he  attacks  vigorously  certain 
errors  (probably  Docetic),  but  gives  not  a  hint  of  the 
controversies  which  troubled  Justin  Martyr  and  IrensBua 
Surely  the  reasonable  inference  is  that  they  had  not  yet 
arisen. 

Thus,  then,  in  surveying  the  internal  structure  of  the 
Gospel  we  meet  with  a  great  number  of  facts  which  are  such 
as  we  should  expect  if  the  traditional  account  of  the  author- 
ship be  true.  Some  of  these  are  not,  indeed,  inconsistent  with 
a  different  hypothesis,  and,  if  we  possessed  no  external 
evidence,  might  leave  us  in  doubt  how  we  ou^t  to  interpret 
them,  but,  taken  in  combination  with  the  existing  testimony, 
they  support  it  by  their  easy  correspondence  with  it  There 
are  other  particulars,  however,  which  afford  distinct  and 
independent  confirmation  of  the  traditional  view,  or  of  certain 
parts  of  it,  and  seem  quite  to  preclude  the  supposition  of  a 
late  Greek  authorship.  When  we  unite  the  two  bodies  of 
evidence,  and  remember  the  ciunulative  character  of  each, 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  have  an  amount  of  proof  of  the 
Johannine  authorship  which  ought  to  command  our  assent, 
unless  very  strong  evidence  can  be  produced  upon  the  other 
side.  When  men,  instead  of  endeavouring  cautiously  to 
appraise  the  arguments  on  the  conservative  side,  simply  kick 
them  over  as  worth  nothing,  I  think  they  have  abandoned 
their  function  as  critics,  and  come  into  court  as  advocates 
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furnished  with  a  brief.  I  will  try  not  to  imitate  them  in 
testing  the  force  of  objections,  and,  even  when  I  think  these 
are  without  weight,  I  will  at  least  treat  them  as  suitable  for 
examination,  and  exhibit  the  grounds  of  my  judgment.  We 
must  now  proceed  to  these,  the  final  branch  of  our  inquiry. 


25 
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CHAPTER  I 

PASSAGES  ABOUT  THE  E7E-WITKBSS 

In  coxiaidering  the  objections  which  are  urged  against  the 
traditional  view,  we  may  examine  first  the  few  passages  in 
which  the  existence  of  an  eye-witness  is  alluded  to.  Dr  Sahnon 
confidently  cites  these  as  a  claim  made  by  the  author  himself 
"to  have  been  an  eye-witness  of  onr  Saviour's  life."^  The 
passages  are  John  i.  14,  xix.  35,  xxi.  24,  and  i  John  i.  i.  We 
have  already  referred  to  John  xxi.  24,  and  I  expressed  my 
own  opinion  that  it  is  a  testimony  of  considerable  weight. 
Dr  Martineau,  however,  takes  it  as  a  proof  that  the  alleged 
author  was  already  dead,  and,  if  I  correctly  understand  his 
argument,  that  it  was  therefore  a  deliberate  falsehood.^  But 
there  are  such  things  as  posthumous  works ;  and  if  an  editor 
says  that  a  work  is  by  Thomas  Carlyle,  though  Carlyle  may 
have  been  some  years  in  his  grave,  this  can  hardly  prove  that 
the  work  is  not  by  Carlyle,  and  that  the  assumed  editor  is 
playing  a  trick.    In  this  connection  it  is  urged  that  the 

1  A  HuUmeal  ItUrodueUon  to  the  Study  of  the  Booke  of  the  New  Teetament^ 
1885,  p.  325. 
>  Seat  ofAuthorUy^  p.  208  aq. 
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allusion  to  the  failure  of  a  supposed    prophecy   that    the 
disciple  should  not  die  (xxi.  23)  proves  that  he  must  have 
been  already  dead.    I  am  not  satisfied  that  this  argument  is 
conclusive ;  for  it  is  surely  conceivable  that  the  aged  disciple^ 
feeling  death  stealing  upon  him,  might  point  out  that  no 
words  of  Jesus  justified  the  expectation  which  had  arisen 
among  some  of  his  devoted  friends.     Moreover,  so  false  an 
editor  would  most  probably  have  made  the  matter  a  little 
plainer,  and  have  altered  completely  the  supposed  form  of 
prediction ;  for  it  is  not  at  all  evident  what  is  meant  by  the 
disciple's  abiding  till  the  coming  of  Jesus,  and  nevertheless 
dying.    Had  Jesus  come  already  ?    We  are  not  told,  but  are 
left  to  gather  the  explanation  from  previous  passages  which 
have  no  direct  bearing  on  the  subject.    If,  nevertheless,  we 
admit  that  the  disciple  was  dead,  this  might  only  prove  that 
the  appendix,  notwithstanding  its  similarity  of  style,  was  not 
from  the  same  hand  as  the  rest  of  the  Qospel — a  view  which 
has  been  sometimes  taken  quite  independently  of  the  present 
question.    The  former  supposition  appears  to  me  the  more 
plausible ;  for  I  think  even  an  immediate  disciple  of  John's, 
writing  in  all  good  faith  after  his  master's  death,  would  have 
made  his  meaning  clearer.    At  all  events,  it  seems  wholly 
improbable  that  anyone  should  think  it  necessary  to  remove 
the  surprise  at  the  death  of  the  Apostle  ''  whole  decades  "  (as 
Dr  Martineau  suggests)  after  that  event  had  taken  place  ^; 
and  surely,  if  he  had  gone  out  of  his  way  to  remove  a 
surprise  which  must  have  disappeared  of  itself  long  before, 
he  would  at  least  have  told  his  readers  whom  he  ^tef  erred  to. 
Later  legend  had  a  different  way  of  dealing  with  the  question, 
and  said  that  the  body  of  the  saint  was  only  slumbering  in 

1  This  is  admitted  by  Weizsacker,  who  thinks  the  passage  proves  that 
the  Apostle  was  dead,  bat  that  he  had  died  not  long  before.  Doi  apost. 
-2W*.,  p.  533  •?•,  536  •?. 
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its  Ephesian  tomb,  as  was  shown  by  the  moticm  of  the  dust 
above  it.^ 

In  considering  the  internal  evidence  I  did  not  refer  to  L  14, 
or  to  I  John  i.  i,  because  I  think  the  interpretation  of  them  is 
doubtful  If  we  are  akeady  convinced  that  the  Gospel  and 
Epistle  are  from  the  pen  of  the  Apostle,  then  we  naturally 
understand  these  passages  as  referring  to  his  own  experience^ 
and  regard  them  as  confirmatory  of  our  previous  opinion. 
But  as  their  statements  are  expressed  in  the  plural  number, 
they  seem  to  include  others  besides  the  writer,  and  mighty 
perhaps,  only  indicate  the  historical  fact  that  the  Word  or  the 
life  had  become  an  object  of  sight  and  touch.  In  this  case 
"  we  "  would  denote  Christians  in  their  corporate  xunty,  and 
ascribe  to  the  general  body  what  was  the  actual  experience 
only  of  the  first  disciples,  the  emphasis  not  being  on  the 
persons,  but  on  the  act  of  seeing.  This  explanation  does  not 
interfere  with  the  correct  reference  of  idecurd^^a  to  eyesight^ 
and  not  to  mental  vision.  Nevertheless,  the  contrast  between 
''  we  "  and  ''  you  "  in  i  John  L  3  seems  to  give  a  limited  range 
to  the  former,  and,  on  the  whole,  the  interpretation  which 
includes  the  writer  among  eye-witnesses  appears  to  be  the 
easiest,  though  I  cannot  feel  sufficient  confidence  in  it  to  use 
it  as  an  argument. 

The  remaining  passage,  xix.  35,  has  been  used  as  ao 
argument  against  the  Johannine  authorship,  and  Dr  Martineau 

^  See  Westcott^s  note  on  the  passage.  Others  thought  he  had  been 
translated  like  Enoch  and  Elijah.  The  authorities  are  cited  in  Lilcke,  i 
p.  40.  Weiss,  following  the  opinion  of  many  critics  on  both  sides  of  the 
larger  controversy,  thinks  that  the  chapter  is  not  genuine,  but  was  added 
to  the  Gospel  after  the  death  of  the  evangelist  (Einleit^  p.  601,  Anm.  3, 
where  references  are  given).  See  also  the  arguments  in  Liicke,  who  thinks 
the  chapter  was  added  by  a  later  hand  (ii  pp.  825  iqq,),  and  in  the  article 
by  Klopper  already  cited.  Hamack  thinks  the  section  presupposes  the 
death  of  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved,  but  that  nevertheless  it  must  be 
ascribed  to  the  same  author  as  the  rest  of  the  book  (Ghron,^  i.  p.  676X 
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puts  it  forward  as  if  it  were  quite  tinanswerable,  and  had  never 
been  weighed  by  any  competent  judges,  and  deemed  by  them 
wanting.^  Having  related  the  piercing  of  the  side  of  Jesus, 
and  the  flowing  forth  of  blood  and  water,  the  writer  adds, 
"  and  he  that  has  seen  has  borne  witness,  and  his  testimony  is 
genuine  (oXi^ii^),  and  he  (xifKeivos)  knows  that  he  says  true, 
that  ye  may  believe."  Dr  Martineau  comments  as  follows : — 
'*  These  are  words  that  can  inform  the  reader  only  of  a  third 
person's  testimony.  And  though  the  following  clause,  *  and 
he  ...  .  knoweth  that  he  saith  true,'  has  been  supposed,  as 
a  declaration  of  consciousness,  to  be  predicable  only  of  the 
writer  himself,  the  inference  is  barred  by  the  demonstrative 
pronoun  ixeipof,  which  no  speaker  can  use  of  hvmadf.  It  is 
as  if  the  author  said, '  And  that  is  a  man  who  does  not  speak 
at  random,  but  only  when  sure  that  his  word  is  true.' "  In 
considering  this  argument,  let  us,  in  the  first  place,  assume  that 
it  is  unanswerable.  Still  the  passage  would  not  disprove  the 
Johannine  authorship ;  for  there  was  no  law  forbidding  John 
to  appeal  to  the  testimony  of  another.  It  is  quite  conceivable 
that,  while  he  was  attending  to  Mary,  who  had  just  been 
committed  to  his  care,  he  did  not  see  the  piercing  of  the  side, 
but  was  told  of  it  afterwards  by  some  one  in  whom  he  had 
entire  confidence.  In  fact,  the  only  ground  for  assuming  that 
the  witness  was  the  beloved  disciple  rests  on  the  prior  sup- 
position that  he  is  identical  with  the  evangelist.  This  has 
been  generally  assumed ;  and  the  argument,  which  we  must 
now  consider,  is  that  this  assumption,  which  has  somehow 
suggested  itself  so  easily  to  multitudes  of  readers,  is  barred 
by  the  very  form  of  the  expression. 

I  am  not  sure  whether  Dr  Martineau  means  that  a  writer 

^  Seat  ofAvihorUyf  pp.  209  9q.  Haniack  also  relies  apon  this  aigument ; 
Ohiron.f  L  pp.  675  t?.;  and  more  recently  Klopper  thinlu  it  ''impoesible'' 
that  the  writer  could  refer  to  himself  (ZeU.f.  wi$s.  TheoL,  1899,  P*  377)- 
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could  not  speak  of  himself  in  the  third  person,  or  that,  if  he 
did,  he  could  not  refer  to  himself  as  ixeivof.  The  first  point 
may  be  suflSciently  disposed  of  by  the  examples  of  Thucydides^ 
Xenophon,  Caesar,  and  Josephus.  A  plausible  argument 
against  the  accepted  authorship  of  the  Memorabilia  might  be 
advanced  upon  this  ground*  The  writer  uses  the  first  person 
again  and  again  in  the  opening  pages  of  his  work,  without 
telling  us  who  he  is ;  and  then  he  suddenly  relates  a  conver- 
sation which  Socrates  once  had  with  "  Xenophon."  ^  What  can 
be  plainer  than  that  Xenophon,  like  Critobulus  and  Alcibiades, 
who  are  spoken  of  at  the  same  time,  was  different  from  the 
writer  ?  Yet  no  one  doubts  for  this  reason  the  genuineness  of 
the  Memorabilia.  Now,  it  has  been  commonly  assumed  that 
the  author  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  does  allude  to  himself,  in  this 
and  other  passages,  in  the  third  person,  although  he  withholds 
his  name.  In  this  supposition,  considered  simply  in  itself, 
there  is  no  sort  of  improbability;  whereas  it  is,  I  think, 
improbable  that  a  writer  who  is  so  fond  of  supplying  us  with 
names  would  have  failed  to  provide  one  for  the  beloved 
disciple  if  he  was  looking  back  upon  him,  as  he  was  upon 
Peter  and  Thomas,  from  the  point  of  view  of  a  distant 
historian.  If,  then,  we  admit  that  the  writer  may  have 
referred  to  himself  in  the  third  person,  why  may  he  not  have 
applied  to  himself  the  demonstrative  eKewo^  ?  A  man  speaking 
of  himself  in  the  first  person  would  undoubtedly  avoid  it ;  and 
if,  in  the  course  of  his  speech,  he  adopted  for  a  moment  the 
third  person,  still  indicating  himself,  he  would  say  "this" 
(SSe),  and  not  "thai"  But  if  an  historian  thinks  proper  to 
describe  himself  throughout  in  the  third  person,  as  if  he  were 
someone  else,  I  cannot  conceive  why  he  should  not  call  himself 
ejceivof  on  any  occasion  when  he  would  naturally  apply  that 
word  to  another.    In  the  verse  before  us,  as  Alex.  Buttmann 

^  I.  iii.  8  jgg. 
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long  ago  pointed  out,  iKetPos  simply  resumes  the  previous 
avTOu,  and  is  quite  synonymous  with  it.  There  is  a  good 
example  of  this  kind  of  resumption  in  v.  38  and  39.  Instead 
of  ejcecvof  we  might  have  had  i^o9,  and  this,  I  think,  is  more 
usual  in  the  classics,  unless  strong  emphasLs  has  to  be  expressed. 
The  evangelist,  however,  for  whatever  reason,  has  a  decided 
preference  for  the  former  pronoun.  I  find  that  he  uses  it  by 
itself  as  a  subject  forty-seven  times  in  the  Qospel,  and  six 
times  in  the  First  Epistle,  making  a  feature  in  his  style  which 
must  strike  the  most  casual  reader.  In  the  other  historical 
books  I  notice  only  eleven  similar  instances.^  Nevertheless,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  maintain,  with  Steitz,  that  our  author's 
usage  is  to  be  explained  by  his  adoption  of  eKewog  as  the 
translation  of  the  Hebrew  mn.^  Buttmann,  although  he  has 
not  observed  the  extent  of  the  Johannine  peculiarity,  shows 
that,  so  far  as  mere  grammar  is  concerned,  the  use  of  ixeivo^  is 
always  conformed  to  Greek  practice.'  He  takes,  however,  the 
common-sense  view  which  I  have  presented  above,  that,  if  a 
man  speak  of  himself  in  the  third  person,  he  will  employ  the 
language  which  is  applicable  to  the  third  person.  We  have  a 
good  example  of  this  in  ix.  37,  where  Jesus  says  to  the  man 
who  had  been  blind,  6  \aXwv  fjnera  a-ov,  ixeivof  ecrriv,  where 
€K€ivo9  is  in  all  probability  the  subject,  resuming  o  XaXw,^  and 
the  speaker  is  undoubtedly  referring  to  himself.    Two  instances 

^  Matt.  zv.  18  ;  Mark  zvi  10,  11,  13,  20  ;  Lake  zi.  7,  zviii.  14,  zzii.  12  ; 
Acts  ▼.  37,  zv.  II,  zzL  6. 

>  See  tiie  article  by  Dr  Qeorg  Ednard  Steitz,  *'  Ueber  den  Qebrauoh  dee 
Pronomeii  ^Kf  <r«f  im  vierten  Evangelium,"  in  ThsoL  Stud,  und  KriHk^  1859, 
pp.  497-506. 

*  See  his  ''Beeprechimg  "  of  the  laat-mentioned  article  in  the  nezt  volume, 
pp.  505  9gq.  Steitz  has  a  rejoinder  in  1861,  pp.  267-310 ;  and  Buttmann 
once  more  replies  in  the  ZeUtehrift  fwr  wimnklu^Uiehs  Tkeologiey  1862,  pp. 
204-216.    Their  different  riews  do  not  affect  our  immediate  question. 

*  Meyer  refers  to  2  Cor.  z.  18  to  illustrate  the  construction.  It  is, 
however,  possible  to  take  Uwcg  as  a  predicate. 
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quoted  bom  the  daeaics  by  Steitz  are  decisive.  In  the 
Ariabaais^  we  read: — l^n  Si  &€h>^£v  eroXMiym,  yvfAt^og  &» 
avacrraf  9xi^€t¥  ^vXa»  toxcl  avarra^  tijs  kcu  a\Xo9i  ecctvov 
a^o/bievo9,  irxiC^'  Afain,  in  AristophaneB,  NvJbes,^  the 
second  disdple  asks,  olfAOi,  tIs  ^immv  irvpiroKei  rifv  outfoy; 
Strepsiades,  referring  to  himself,  answers,  cjceSi^,  nSmp 
OoifACLTiw  ciXi^re.  To  show  that  literary  usage,  even  in 
modem  times,  does  not  always  conform  to  critics'  expectationa 
I  may  be  permitted  to  refer  to  Thackeray's  Emwnd,  The 
story  is  told  as  an  autobiography,  but  the  hero  consistently 
uses  the  third  person  throughout.  According  to  the  rule  he 
ought  never  to  apply  the  pronoun  "  that "  to  himself.  Never- 
theless, on  one  occasion  he  does  so: — ^"'In  this  report  the 
Major-Qeneral  was  good  enough  to  mention  Captain  Esmond's 
name  with  particular  favour;  and  that  gentleman  carried  the 
despatch  to  head-quarters  the  next  day."'  This  example  is 
the  more  telling,  because  it  is,  I  believe,  the  only  one  through- 
out the  work.  So  far,  then,  as  the  grammar  is  concerned,  the 
verse  in  question  is  perfectly  neutral  in  the  controversy ;  but 
there  are  one  or  two  more  general  considerations  which  ought 
not  to  be  overlooked. 

If  the  author  referred  to  himself,  there  is  no  difficulty  in 
understanding  the  appeal  It  is  as  though  he  said,  the 
writer  himself  witnessed  this  event,  and  is  quite  certain  of 
the  correctness  of  his  testimony.  But  if  he  was  relying  on 
the  authority  of  a  third  person,  we  naturally  wonder  why  we 
are  not  told  who  this  person  wa&  The  man  who  knew  the 
name  of  the  high-priest's  servant  might  have  found  a  name 
for  this  important  witness ;  for  the  people  whom  he  addresses, 
if  they  lived  in  the  middle  of  the  second  centuiy,  would 
hardly  have  been  indii^  to  believe  by  such  a  vague  allusion. 
Again,  the  witness  is  represented  as  still  living,  and  that  in 

»  IV.  iv.  12.  «  1497  §q.  »  Book  n.  ch.  xv. 
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gach  a  way  as  not  to  suggest  the  subtlety  of  literary  art. 
Aeyei  might  refer  to  an  author  who  was  long  deceased,  but 
otSo/  points  to  a  living  man ;  and  therefore,  unless  we  suppose 
that  the  appeal  to  the  eye-witness  is  altogether  a  piece  of 
literary  fiction,  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  late  date  which  has 
been  assigned  to  the  work.  While,  therefore,  no  argument 
against  the  traditional  view  can  be  derived  from  the  structure 
of  the  passage,  the  general  probabilities  of  the  case  seem  to 
incline  in  its  favour. 

We  must  observe  further  that  if  the  eye-witness  be  the 
same  as  the  disciple  of  xxi.  23,  the  earlier  passage  must  have 
been  written  during  his  lifetime,  and  the  later  one  must  have 
been  added  after  his  death.  It  is,  however,  posmMe  (though, 
I  think,  very  improbable)  that  the  witness  was  not  the 
disciple ;  and  if  a  person  different  from  the  author  is  really 
meant,  it  may  simply  follow,  as  has  already  been  pointed  out, 
that  the  Apostle  himself  is  appealing  to  someone  else.  This  is 
the  view  which  I  should  be  disposed  to  take  if  the  argument 
founded  on  ixeivot  appeared  to  me  to  be  valid.  The  fact  is, 
we  have  no  ground  for  identifying  either  the  witness  or  the 
beloved  disciple  ¥ath  the  Apostle  John  except  the  tradition 
which  is  declared  to  be  worthles& 

Dr  K  A.  Abbott  suggests  that  the  writer  may  have 
intended  €K€ivo9  to  mean  Christ,  of  whom  it  is  always  used 
in  the  Epistle.^  This  suggestion  is  not  made  in  an  apologetic 
interest,  as  Dr  Abbott  rejects  the  Johannine  authorship ;  but 
if  it  be  correct,  it  destroys  the  objection  founded  on  the  use  of 
ixiivos.  I  think,  however,  that  Elopper's  objections  to  this 
suggestion  are  valid.^ 

1  EneycL  Bib^  ii.,  1809,  note  3.  ^ 

*  Zeit.f.  win.  Theol.^  1899,  p.  378.  Blass  thinks  the  whole  of  vene  3$, 
and  its  poeition,  ue  uncertain  (see  hia  article  '*  tTber  Ev.  Joh.  19,  35,"  in 
the  Th$oL  S^udim  u.  KrU.^  1902,  pp.  I28>i33). 
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CHAPTER  n 

ALLBQXD  SiaNS  THAT  THE  WORK  IS  BT  A  DISCIPLE  OF  THE 

APOSTLE 

We  must  now  consider  some  allusions  which  have  been 
thought  to  betray  the  hand  of  a  disciple  of  the  Apostle  rather 
than  of  the  Apostle  himsell  ''The  disciple  whom  Jesus 
loved  "^  has  been  commonly  supposed  to  be  the  evangelist 
himself.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  urged  that  this  is 
rather  the  language  of  an  admiring  follower,  and  that  we  can 
hardly  ascribe  to  the  Apostle  himself  a  claim  which  might 
seem  a  little  presumptuous.  In  answer  to  this  we  might 
resort  to  the  plea  that,  apart  from  the  Qospel  itself,  the  only 
means  we  have  for  estimating  the  self-assertiveness  of  the 
Apostle  John  is  the  request  that  he  and  his  brother  might  sit 
on  the  right  and  on  the  left  hand  of  Christ  in  his  kingdom,  so 
that  some  little  grain  of  vanity  may  have  remained  in  the  old 
man  as  he  looked  back  on  his  intimacy  with  one  who  was 
greater  than  any  philosopher  or  emperor.  But  surely  the 
words  may  have  been  the  expression,  not  of  vamty,  but  of 
gratitude.  Paul  says,  "I  live  in  the  faith  of  the  Son  of  God, 
who  loved  me  and  gave  himself  for  me."*  This  is  the 
language  of  devotion  and  humility ;  and  may  not  John  have 
felt  that  the  deepest  thing  in  his  experience  was  the  fact  that 
Jesus  had  loved  him,  and  treated  him  as  an  intimate  friend, 
*  xiii.  23,  xix.  26,  XX.  2,  xxi.  7,  20.  ■  OaL  ii.  20. 

394 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


THE  DISCIPLE  WHOM  JESUS  LOVED         395 

and  that  he  was  the  one  disciple  who,  above  all  others, 
would  have  been  lost,  not  knowing  what  spirit  he  was 
of,  unless  that  love  had  found  and  chosen  him,  and 
wrought  in  him  a  change  great  and  marvellous?  That  he 
did  not  mean  to  limit  this  love  to  himself  is  plain  from  his 
own  account.  He  says  that  ''Jesus  loved  Martha  and  her 
sister  and  Lazarus,"  ^  that  "  having  loved  his  own  who  were 
in  the  world,  he  loved  them  to  the  end,''^  and  he  alludes 
generally  to  the  love  which  Jesus  bore  to  his  disciples.'  We 
may  add  that  a  follower  of  John's  would  not  have  been 
likely  to  use  such  vague  language.  Why  should  he  have 
withheld  the  name  of  the  man  whom  he  wished  to  glorify  ? 
And  why  should  he  have  simply  told  us  that  Jesus  loved  him, 
instead  of  saying  that  he  loved  him  particularly,  and  treated 
him  as  his  most  intimate  friend  ?  And  why  does  he  tell  us  so 
very  little  about  him,  and  nothing  except  when  he  is  involved 
in  a  narrative  which  has  to  be  told  about  someone  else  ?  I  do 
not  think,  therefore,  that  the  passages,  when  fairly  considered, 
point  to  a  disciple  of  John's  as  the  author ;  and  still  less  are 
such  obscure  allusions  intelligible  on  the  part  of  a  later 
writer. 

It  is,  however,  contended  further  that  the  supposed 
disciple  of  John  manifests  a  desire  to  exalt  his  master  above 
Peter.  In  xiii.  23  he  makes  him  recline  in  the  bosom  of 
Jesus,  while  Peter  has  to  beckon  to  him  to  ask  who  the 
traitor  waa  But,  as  Westcott  points  out,  this  incident,  if  we 
interpret  it  by  the  custom  of  reclining  at  meals,  really  shows 
that  Peter  occupied  the  first  place  after  Jesus  himself,  and 
John  the  second.^  In  xviii.  15  sq.  it  is  ''the  other  disciple" 
who  is  known  to  the  high-priest,  while  Peter  has  to  wait  to 
be  brought  into  the  palace  by  him.     In  xx.  2  sqq.  it  is  hard  to 

*  ri.  5.  «  xiii.  I.  8  xiii  34,  xv.  12. 

*  See  his  note  on  the  paaeage. 
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aee  where  the  alleged  gaperiority  oomes  in.  Mary  goes  to 
Peter  first  Peter  goes  first  into  the  tomb,  while  the  other 
disciple  waits  for  the  arrival  of  his  bolder  companion.  The 
only  inferiority  attaching  to  Peter  is  that  he  cannot  ran  so 
fast.  So  in  xxi  20-23,  the  only  advantage  enjoyed  by  the 
disciple  is  his  longevity.  Sorely  one  who  wished  to  exalt 
John  might  have  invented  something  more  striking  than 
acquaintance  with  the  high-priest,  fast  running,  and  long  life, 
wherewith  to  dignify  him;  and  these  are  not  the  kind  of 
things  to  which  the  writer  generally  attaches  most  value.^ 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  pointed  out  that  Jesus,  the  first  time 
he  meets  Peter,  confers  upon  him  the  name  of  Eephas* ;  that 
here,  as  in  the  synoptics,  it  is  Peter  who  makes  the  great 
confession  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ, ''  the  holy  one  of  Ood  "  ' ; 
and  that  at  the  end  Peter  seems  to  be  ordained  the  chief 
shepherd  of  the  Christian  flock.^ 

Some  other  indications  that  the  Gospel  proceeded  from 
John  only  through  the  mediation  of  a  disciple  are  pressed 
by  Weizsacker.  He  thinks  that  this  hypothesis  will  explain 
the  ascription  to  Jesus  himself  of  the  high  claims  which  are 
made  on  behalf  of  his  person  and  his  work.  These  might 
have  been  put  forward  by  the  Apostle  himself,  and  interwoven 
with  the  discourses  of  Jesus  as  an  interpretation  of  their 
deeper  meaning;  and  then  the  disciple  might  have  confused 
the  report  with  the  exposition.  This  would  explain  the 
monotony  of  the  speeches,  and  the  presentation  of  Christ's 

^  See  the  last  two  argamente  in  favour  of  mediate  authorship  pressed 
by  Weixsacker,  Unlmwek^  p.  300 ;  Apod.  ZeU,^  p.  532  17.  Klopper  dwells 
also  on  the  rebukes  administered  to  Peter  in  xiii.  6-io»  56-38,  and  zviii. 
)o  ^.,  and  on  the  presence  of  the  beloved  disciple  at  the  crucifixion 
{ZeUaekr.f,  wiu,  Thsol^^  1899,  p.  365,  note  2).  But  the  rebuke  in  Matthew 
XTi.  23  is  far  more  severe,  and  plain  facts  may  account  for  something. 

'  i  42.  '  yL  68  jg. 

«  xxi  15  J99.  See  Weiss,  EMmt^  p.  588,  Anm.  3.  .Chrysostom  says  of 
John,  irairrax«v  r«y  v^trrcW  r^  U4rp^  v«pcx»pc7  {Hcm,  ill  AfoM.,  65). 
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person,  which,  in  spite  of  concrete  features,  bears  the  character 
of  abstraction.^  This  argoment  will,  of  course,  have  no  weight 
with  those  who  regard  the  Qospel  as  strictly  historical ;  but 
if  we  are  obliged  to  adopt  the  view  which  was  presented  in 
the  earlier  part  of  this  work,  it  would  undoubtedly  give  an 
easy  explanation  of  some  obvious  difficulties.  But  in  human 
affiurs  the  easiest  explanation  is  not  necessarily  the  true  one, 
and,  when  it  runs  counter  to  the  only  testimony  we  possess, 
does  not  readily  command  our  assent.  It  is  not  incredible 
that  the  Apostle  himself  may  have  mixed  up  report  and 
exposition,  and  that  the  monotonous  and  abstract  character 
which  is  complained  of  may  be  the  result  of  a  uniformity  of 
impression  which  was  due  to  his  own  idiosyncrasy.  It  is 
clear  that  we  are  dealing  with  an  author  of  peculiar  gifts 
and  tendencies,  and  we  cannot  apply  to  him  a  mode  of 
criticism  which  would  be  suitable  enough  to  an  average 
writer  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Plato  gives  us  a  picture 
of  Socrates  founded,  I  presume,  on  genuine  reminiscence, 
and  with  many  a  genuine  touch  of  local  and  personal  fact, 
and  still  presented  through  a  series  of  ideal  scenes ;  may  not 
an  Apostle  have  portrayed  the  Master  of  his  heart's  devotion 
in  colours  drawn  from  half  a  century  of  vivid  experience  of 
his  indwelling  spirit,  and  blended  together  the  actual  and 
ideal  in  lines  which  are  no  longer  separable? 

If  this  be  possible,  it  will  serve  as  an  answer  also  to  the 
argument  that  the  hypothesis  of  mediate  authorship  explains 
the  mixture  of  the  original  and  certain  with  the  uncertain.^ 
But  independently  of  this  answer,  I  think  the  hypothesis 
is  inadequate;  for  the  Qospel  is  not  composed  of  a  series 
of  graphic  descriptions,  bearing  all  the  marks  of  autoptic 
testimony,  blended  with  another  series  where  we  discern 
the  vague  outlines  and  shadowy  amplifications  of  tradition, 
1  Unt&rs,,  p.  298  «g.  ■  UnUr$,,  p.  399  ag. 
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but,  as  we  have  seen,  the  most  questionable  narratives  stand 
out  with  all  the  distinctness  that  an  eye-witness  could  lend 
to  them,  so  that  no  critical  analysis  can  separate  the  genuine 
Johannine  from  the  current  popular  tradition.  Whatever  un- 
historical  elements  you  introduce  into  the  Gospel,  it  bears 
the  marks  of  the  same  personality  throughout ;  and  therefore 
its  phenomena  are  most  easily  explained  by  supposing  that 
both  the  actual  and  the  ideal  proceeded  from  the  same 
pictorial  imagination,  which  conceived,  with  equal  vividness, 
the  remembered  event  and  the  allegorical  setting  of  spiritual 
truth. 

Lastly,  Weizsacker  urges  that  the  relation  to  the  synoptics 
is  natural  in  a  follower  of  the  Apostle's,  but  not  in  the  Apostle 
himself.^  We  have  seen  reason  to  believe  that  the  evangelist 
was  acquainted  with  the  synoptical  (Gospels,  certainly  with 
the  synoptical  tradition.^  But  we  must  be  careful  not  to 
exaggerate  the  degree  of  dependence.  It  is  by  no  means 
obvious.  It  has  been  disputed  by  able  critics,  and  is  now 
generally  recognised  only  in  consequence  of  a  careful  and 
minute  examination.  Now  a  primitive  apostle  could  not 
avoid  being  acquainted  with  the  primitive  apostolical  tradi- 
tion, which,  indeed,  he  must  himself  have  helped  to  form. 
This  tradition  must  have  been  perfectly  familiar  many  years 
before  the  Fourth  Qospel  was  written,  and  why  the  Apostle 
John  should  not  occasionally  drop  into  the  well-known  words 
I  cannot  conceive.  I  see  no  evidence  that  the  writer  was 
obliged  to  depend  on  the  synoptics  for  his  language  and 
materials;  and  the  real  difficulty  is  that  he  so  persistently 
goes  a  way  of  his  own,  and  has  no  scruple  in  setting  the 
synoptics  aside.  This  last  feature  is  much  less  easily  under- 
stood in  the  supposed  disciple ;  and,  indeed,  it  seems  probable 
that,  if  a  disciple  resorted  to  the  synoptics  at  all,  instead  of 
*  Unten,^  p.  299  jg.  *  Pp.  1$  tq. 
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simply  relying  on  his  recollections  of  John's  teaching,  his 
dependence  would  be  much  more  ample  and  striking.  This 
argomenty  therefore,  seems  more  against  than  in  favour  of 
the  hypothesis  we  are  considering. 

Thus  the  suggestion  of  mediate  authorship,  though  it  is  in 
my  opinion  incomparably  more  probable  than  the  notion  that 
the  Gospel  was  written  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century, 
and  never  had  any  connection  with  John,  and  though  at  first 
sight  it  promises  a  solution  of  serious  difficulties,  yet  on 
closer  examination  appears  to  be  unsatisfactory,  and  does 
not  afford  the  required  relief.  On  the  other  hand,  the  con- 
cealment of  the  name  of  John  is  hardly  intelligible  in  a 
disciple.  What  could  have  been  his  motive  ?  Would  he  not 
rather  have  made  it  at  least  as  prominent  as  it  is  in  the  other 
Gospels?  Mark  does  not  conceal  the  name  of  Peter.  The 
mention  of  Mark  suggests  another  objection.  The  second 
Gospel  was  ascribed  indirectly  to  Peter,  and  yet  it  bore  the 
name  of  Mark;  the  third  was  ascribed  in  the  same  way  to 
Paul,  yet  it  bore  the  name  of  Luke.  According  to  this 
analogy  the  Fourth  Gospel,  if  it  had  been  written  by  a 
disciple  of  John,  would  have  passed  under  the  name  of  that 
disciple,  and  would  have  been  referred  to  John  as  its  original 
source  only  in  the  records  of  tradition. 

A  view  akin  to  the  foregoing  is  recommended  by  the 
authority  of  Wendt,  who  has  worked  out  a  theory  of  the 
composite  origin  of  the  Gospel  with  great  care  and  minute- 
ness.^ He  believes  that  the  speeches,  together  with  some 
little  historical  connection,  are  derived  from  a  genuine 
Johannine  document,  and  that  the  evangelist,  who  is  not 
the  Apostle,  made  use  of  this,  and  incorporated  it  in  his  own 
narrative.    He  carefully  distinguishes  this  from  an  hypo- 

^  Dm  JohannuevcmgeUwn,  Evm  Untermchwng  umwt  Entdekvng  wnd 
9eme$  gMchiehUiehen  fFertei.    Qottingeii,  1900. 
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thesis  of  interpolation,  and  fuUy  admits  the  nnity  of 
structure  of  the  existing  QospeL  He  compares  the  evan- 
gelist's work  to  the  Gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  in  which 
earlier  sources  have  been  revised  and  inserted.  This  hypo- 
thesis helps  to  mediate  between  those  who  accept  and  those 
who  reject  the  Johannine  authorship,  and  presents  some 
attractive  features ;  but  as  it  would  require  a  separate  treatise 
to  review  it  in  detail,  I  must  be  content  to  state  very 
briefly  a  few  general  reasons  why  it  has  hitherto  failed 
to  convince  me.  The  grounds  on  which  it  rests  are  mainly 
two:  first,  the  presence  of  primary  and  secondary  elements 
in  the  narrative,  which  point  to  a  combination  of  first-class 
authority  with  uncertain  tradition;  and  secondly,  breaks  in 
the  connection,  and  apparent  dislocations,  which  betray  the 
hand  of  a  reviser. 

In  regard  to  the  first  of  these,  it  is  surely  conceivable  that 
even  an  eye-witness  of  most  of  the  events  which  he  records 
might,  after  the  lapse  of  half  a  century,  endeavour  to  refresh 
his  memory  through  the  recollections  of  other  men,  and  that 
even  where  he  did  not  do  so  he  might  remember  some  things 
with  greater  deamess  and  accuracy  than  others.  In  regard 
to  the  want  of  coherence,  so  far  as  it  exists,  we  must  suppose 
either  that  the  original  writer  was  deficient  in  the  power  of 
consecutive  thought,  or  that  the  reviser  stupidly  broke  up 
and  misplaced  what  he  found  as  a  continuous  discourse. 
Which  view  is  the  more  probable  must  depend  on  the  mental 
constitution  of  the  two  writers.  Now  Wendt  recognises  the 
fact  that  the  writer  of  the  source  was  wanting  in  literary 
skill,  and,  in  spite  of  the  depth  of  his  refiections,  he  had  not 
the  art  of  presenting  clearly  to  others  the  connection  and 
progress  of  his  thought&^  And  although  he  explains  the 
breaking  up  of  discourses  by  the  reviser,  and  the  transference 

^  P.  204. 
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of  different  parts  of  the  same  address  to  different  historical 
occasions,  by  the  occurrence  of  some  remark  or  some  new 
question,  which  he  mistook  for  a  transition  to  a  new  speech 
delivered  at  a  later  time,^  nevertheless  Wendt  is  compelled 
to  resort  to  the  hypothesis  that  the  evangelist  relied  on  his 
.  memory  of  the  source,  acquired  by  having  read  or  heard  it.^ 
This  is  rather  a  strange  supposition  if  the  man  had  a  written 
source  to  refer  to ;  for  the  incorporation  of  a  whole  work  in 
his  own  narrative  has  no  resemblance  to  the  quotation  of  a 
text  or  two  of  Scripture,  which  must  have  been  very  difficult 
to  find  in  an  ancient  manuscript,  and  which  one  could  easily 
remember  with  sufficient  accuracy.  But  if  we  suppose  that 
the  editor  relied  on  his  memory,  he  would  surely  introduce 
something  of  his  own  characteristic  style  into  his  report, 
especiaUy  if,  as  Wendt  says,  he  made  the  material  his  own 
and  revised  it,' — an  hypothesis  which  is  necessary  to  explain 
the  unity  of  the  book.  But  confessedly  he  has  not  done  so ; 
for  the  language  is  that  of  the  First  Epistle  of  John,  which 
is  by  the  author  of  the  source.*  And  further,  the  style  of 
the  whole  Qospel  is  the  same,  so  that  we  have  to  assume 
that  the  reviser  was  such  a  perfect  literary  mimic  that  he 
was  able  to  fling  away  his  own  style,  and  so  to  write  as 
to  be  indistinguishable  from  another  man.  It  does  not  seem 
probable  that  such  a  master  of  literary  craft  would  introduce 
the  puzzling  dislocations  which  the  hypothesis  seeks  to  ex- 
plain; and  it  is  easier  to  believe  that  these  are  due  to  an 
original  author,  who  had  a  very  special  mental  constitution, 
and,  in  his  rapt  spiritual  vision,  had  little  care  for  the  archi- 
tecture of  logical  thoughts 

The  grounds,  then,  on  which  the  hypothesis  rests  are  not 
very  convincing.      But  there  are  also  some  considerations 

»  P.  141.  >  Pp.  84  and  icx). 

»  P.  51.  *  Seep.  159 tgf. 
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which  seem  opposed  to  it  The  first  is  the  fact,  already 
adverted  to,  that  the  source  is  in  style  and  vocabulary  in- 
distinguishable from  the  rest  of  the  GospeL  Even  if  the 
evangelist  deliberately  chose  to  adapt  his  style  to  that  of 
the  source,  and  possessed  a  sufficiently  tenacious  memory 
to  retain  the  phraseology  of  the  source  as  exactly  as  if  he 
had  it  before  him  and  copied  it,  it  is  hardly  credible  that 
in  his  own  part  he  should  never  have  betrayed  the  differ- 
ence of  hand,  or  allowed  any  characteristic  expression  to 
escape  him.  There  is  only  one  word  on  which  Wendt 
relies.  The  source  represents  Christ  as  always  speaking  of 
his  epya^  while  the  evangelist  uses  the  term  oTifieia-  This 
difference  is  so  minute  that,  if  it  really  indicates  a  lower 
point  of  view  as  we  pass  from  the  source  to  the  evangelist^ 
it  can  only  increase  our  wonder  that  the  latter  has  not  dis- 
closed his  hand  more  frequently.  But  surely  it  is  not  incon- 
ceivable that  an  Apostle  might  be  aware  that  Jesus  habitually 
referred  to  his  "  works,"  while  he  himself  looked  upon  these 
works  as  "signs."  This  supposition  is  seen  to  have  some 
force  when  we  review  the  particular  cases  that  come  under 
consideration.  It  is  evident  that  Jesus  sometimes  uses  the 
word  epyov  in  a  much  wider  sense  than  "miracle."^  Now, 
there  are  sixteen  instances  in  which  Christ  speaks  of  his 
worka  In  seven  of  these  it  appears  to  me  that  "signs" 
woula  not  be  appropriate.'  In  eight  others  "  works  "  is  more 
suitable  than  "  signs,"  as  the  former  word  seems  intended  to 
convey  a  larger  sense.'  Only  in  one  instance  would  arifieioy 
be  quite  as  appropriate  as  ipyov^  Again,  we  must  observe 
that  the  word  ayi^iuov  is  not  altogether  excluded  from  the 
speech  of  Jesus,^  and  is  frequently  used  by  others  than  the 

*  iv.  34. 3ivii.  4-  «  iv.  34»  i^  4i  ac.  37,  3^,  xiv.  lo,  ii,  xWl  4. 
■  V.  20^  36  twice,  X.  25,  32  twice,  xiv.  12,  xv.  24. 

*  vii.  21.  *  iv.  48,  vi.  26. 
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narrator  ^ ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  word  ipya  is  used  by 
the  brothers  of  Jesus.^  Thus,  on  the  whole,  the  words  are 
nsed  in  conf onnity  with  the  sense  which  it  is  intended  to 
convey.  When  the  miraculous  character  of  an  event  is 
indicated,  rmfxela  is  commonly  nsed.  When  the  divine 
excellence  of  Christ's  activity  is  the  prominent  thought, 
ipya  is  preferred.  It  is  surely  quite  in  keeping  with  his- 
torical probability,  and  with  the  picture  in  the  efynoptics, 
that  Jesus  himself  should  lay  more  stress  on  the  faithfulness 
and  beneficence  than  on  the  marvellousness  of  what  he  did, 
and  that  the  disciple  should  see  in  the  miracles  the  **  signs  " 
of  the  Messianic  calling.  Accordingly  the  sole  indication  of 
difference  in  phraseology  to  which  Wendt  is  able  to  appeal 
turns  out  to  be  rather  hollow;  and  this  almost  absolute  lack 
of  linguistic  evidence  makes  the  hypothesis  exceedingly 
precarious. 

Secondly,  there  is  no  direct  external  evidence  of  the  exist- 
ence of  such  a  source,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  believe  that  a 
genuine  Johannine  writing  would  have  been  allowed  to  dis- 
appear utterly  in  its  separate  form.  Appeal  is  made  to  the 
similar  fate  of  Matthew's  Logia.  If  we  grant  that  Matthew's 
Logia  was  really  a  collection  of  sayings,  with  some  little 
historical  explanation,  still  it  would  have  occupied  a  very 
different  place  from  the  Johannine  document.  Not  only 
was  it  in  Aramaic,  but  it  can  have  been  little  more  than  a 
collection  of  quite  familiar  sayings,  which  formed  the  staple 
of  evangelical  teaching,  and  therefore  would  not  bear  the 
personal  stamp  of  the  Apostle  who  thus  acted  the  part  of 
editor.  But  the  supposed  Johannine  source  lies  outside  of 
the  general  tradition,  and,  however  it  may  have  been 
founded  on  real  recollections,  has  the  indubitable  mark  of 
its  author,  and  would  have  been  cherished  as  an  original 

*  ii  18,  iiL  2,  vL  30^  yii.  31,  ix.  16,  x.  41,  xi.  47.  «  vii.  3. 
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work,  the  last  predons  legacy  of  the  first  generation  of 
disciples.  This  reasoning  is  confirmed  by  Wendt's  appeal 
to  Ignatius  and  Justin  Martyr,  who,  he  thinks,  exhibit 
acquaintance  with  the  source,  but  not  with  the  QospeL 
If  the  source  was  so  widely  spread,  and  separately  known 
at  so  late  a  date,  the  absence  of  all  reference  to  it,  and 
its  total  disappearance  as  a  separate  work,  seem  extremely 
improbable.^ 

For  these  reasons,  then,  I  think  we  must  continue  for  the 
present  to  treat  the  Qoepel  as  the  work  of  a  single  author. 
But  a  large  part  of  our  inquiry  will  remain  unaffected,  or, 
in  the  opinion  of  some,  will  receive  confirmation,  if  Wendt's 
conclusions  should  be  ultimately  established.' 

The  foregoing  considerations  are  largely  applicable  to  the  very 

^  There  are  aome  good  criticiemi^  going  more  into  detail,  by  the  Rev. 
R.  W.  Stewart,  in  the  Expodtor^  Jan.  and  Feb.  1903,  and  by  Dr  Lock,  in 
the  Journal  of  Theological  Studies,  Jan.  1903. 

'  It  ought  not  to  be  forgotten  that  a  similar  hypothesis  was  propounded 
by  Chr.  Hermann  Weiue  (Die  eva/ngelieche  GeeMehte  kritieeh  und  pkil- 
oeopkiedi  heairbeUet,  2  vols.,  1838).  He  conjectures  that  there  may  have 
been  a  work  like  the  kiyia  of  Matthew,  containing  speeches  of  Jesus,  and 
also  of  John  the  Baptist,  which  John  treasured  in  his  memory,  and  wrote 
down  without  any  thought  of  publication.  After  the  Apostle's  death  his 
adherents  wished  to  make  these  notes,  or  Studien,  as  Weisse  calls  them, 
known  to  others ;  and  the  editor's  only  design  was  to  present  them  in  a 
form  which  seemed  to  him  necessary  to  make  them  intelligible,  and 
adapt  them  to  the  taste  of  his  expected  readers.  He  was  not  aware  that 
the  knowledge  which  he  had  of  the  events  which  he  described  was  in  the 
highest  degree  imperfect  and  uncertain.  Weisse  accounts  for  the  difference 
of  style  from  that  of  the  speeches  of  Christ  in  the  Synoptics  by  the 
supposition  that  John  wrote  for  a  doctrinal  purpose.  A  connected  system 
of  doctrine  shaped  itself  in  his  mind,  suggested,  but  not  immediately 
conveyed,  by  his  Master's  teaching ;  and  he  endeavoured  to  put  together 
for  his  own  private  use  what  he  remembered  of  that  teaching  as  seen  in 
the  light  of  his  system.  Hence  it  is  quite  intelligible  that  his  own 
thoughts  were  so  largely  interposed.  '*It  is  less  a  Christ-image  than  a 
Christ-notion  that  John  gives  ;  his  Christ  speaks  not  from  his  person,  but 
about  hiB  person."  (See  L  pp.  102  sqq.^  ii.  pp.  184  eq.)  This  hypothesis  is 
brought  under  examination  by  Lucke,  i.  pp.  141  eqq. 
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careful  statement  of  Professor  B.  W.  Bacon.^  His  principal 
contribution  to  the  subject  lies  in  his  appeal  to  Tatian,  who, 
in  his  arrangement  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  anticipates  some  of 
the  results  of  modem  criticism.  Professor  Bacon  believes  that 
this  surprising  fact  cannot  be  explained  ''by  any  assumed 
critical  sagacity  on  the  part  of  scribe  or  harmonist/'  and  that, 
therefore,  extracanonical  sources  must  have  been  employed. 
In  order  to  assist  the  judgment  of  the  reader,  I  subjoin 
Professor  Bacon's  re-eurrangement  of  the  Gospel,  and  also 
Tatian's:— 

"I.  The  ministry  in  co-operation  inth  the  Baptist,  [i.  1-18], 
19-51,  [ii.  1-11],  iii.  22-iv.  3  (44 1). 

II.  The  Galilean  mimstry.  (iv.  46a  1),  ii.  12,  iv.  465-54,  vi. 
1-71. 

IIL  The  period  of  exile  and  Samaritan  mimstry;  Jesus  at  the 
Feast  of  Pentecost,     iv.  4-42  (43  %  v.  1-47,  vii.  15-24  (iv.  45 1). 

rV.  The  visit  to  Jerusalem  at  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles,  vii.  1-14, 
26-30,  iii.  1-21,  vii  31-36,  45-52,  37-44. 

V.  The  visit  at  the  Feast  of  Dedication,  x.  22-25,  7*  8a,  [86*], 
10-18,  26-39,  ix.  1-x.  5,  9*,  19-21,  viii.  12-59,  x.  40-42. 

VI.  The  period  of  retirement  in  Ephraim.  xi.  1-57,  xii.  20-36a^ 
1-19,  42-50,  366-41. 

VII.  The  final  Passover,    u.  13*    14-22,   [23-25*],   xiii.    1-15, 

[16],  17-19,  [20],  21-35,  xv.  1-xvi.  33,  [xiii.  36-38],  xiv.  1-31,  xviL 

1-xviii.  13,  24,  14,  15,  19-23,  16-18,  256-40,  xix.  l-xx.  31  [xxi 

1-25]."  « 

Tatian*8  rearrangement  of  the  Fourth  Oospel, 

i.  1-ii.  11,  iiL  22-iv.  30^  iv.  46-54,  ii.  236-25,  vL  16-71,  iv.  4-45a^ 
V.  1-47,  iv.  456,  vii.  1-31,  v.  la,  ii.  14-22,  iii.  1-21,  vii.  31-52,  viii. 

1  In  an  article  on  "  Tatian's  Re-arrangement  of  the  Fonrth  Qospel,"  in 
the  American  Jovmal  of  Theology^  October  1900 ;  and  in  An  Introduction 
to  the  New  Testament^  1900. 

*  "  The  transpoeitions  anderscored  with  a  straight  line  rest  npon  internal 
evidence  only  ;  that  nnderacored  with  a  wavy  line  is  supported  by  the 
Sinaitic  Syriac.  The  rest,  including  all  the  major  transpoeitions,  are 
supported  by  Tatian."  ^Passages  apparently  lees  primitive  than  the 
surrounding  sections  are  enclosed  in  [  ].    *  indicates  a  corrupted  texf 
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12-xL  57  (without  a  break),  riL  1-2,  9-11,  So,  SbSa,  16,  12-lS, 
17-a6a,  42-60,  366-41,  xiiL  1-rix.  17,  xix.  2^-24,  19-22,  26-27, 
xix.  28-xzL  24,  xz.  2lb  (repeated),  zzL  26.^ 

Now  it  will  be  obeerved  that  Tatian  presents  the  whole  of 
the  Qospel,  with  the  exception  of  a  few  verses,  of  which  the 
substance  is  taken  from  the  Synoptics.  The  natural  inference 
surely  is  that  he  had  the  whole  Qospel  before  him,  and  that 
the  rearrangement  is  his  own  work.  If  the  Qospel  was  at 
that  time  in  the  order  in  which  he  presents  it,  its  existing 
order  is  quite  inexplicable ;  and  if,  having  the  whole  Gospel 
in  its  present  order,  he  fell  back  upon  extracanonical  sources 
as  more  trustworthy,  it  is  not  easy  to  account  for  the  total 
disappearance  of  these,  for  the  lack  of  all  allusion  to  them, 
and  for  the  Church's  preference  for  a  badly-arranged  com- 
pilation. I  think,  however,  that  the  Diatessaron  bears  witness 
throughout  to  the  author's  mastery  of  his  material.  He  has 
rearranged  the  other  Qoepels  as  well  as  the  FourtL  The 
order  in  which  Mark  appears  may  serve  as  a  basis  for  com- 
parison, and  is  as  follows : — 

i.  1-39,  ii  1-iii  19,  it.  21-26,  iv.  36-v.  43,  vi  7-13,  iii  19-30, 
vi.  30-31,  iii.  31-36,  iv.  1-20,  iv.  26-34,  vi.  1-6,  vi.  14-29,  vL 
32-vii.  37,  i.  40-46,  viiL  1-x.  62,  li  16-18,  xiL  41-44,  xi.  12-14, 
xi.  19-xii.  37,  xiv.  3-9,  xi.  1-11,  xii.  38-40,  xiii.  1-13,  xiv.  1-2, 
xiii.  14-37,  xiv.  10-64,  xiv.  66-68,  xiv.  66-66,  xiv.  69-xvL  20.* 

Mr  J.  H.  Hill  reckons  here  twenty  displacements,  while  in 
Matthew  there  are  twenty-one,  and  in  Luke  L-ix.  50  there 
are  eight,  in  xx.-xxiv.  there  are  six,  and  in  the  intermediate 
sections  '*  there  are  so  many  that  it  has  been  found  impossible 
to  decide  which  parts  are  displaced  and  which  are  not."    In 

^  The  above  only  indicates  the  order.  There  are  nimieroaB  breaka 
where  synoptic  material  ia  inserted. 

*  There  are,  of  course,  numeroos  breaks  where  other  material  ia 
introduced. 
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John,  on  the  other  hand,  the  displacements  are  only  ten.^  A 
striking  example  of  the  boldness  of  Tatian's  method  is  afforded 
by  his  account  of  the  visit  of  Jesus  to  Nazareth,  related  in 
Luke  iv.  16-30.  He  divides  this  into  two  visita  In  the 
first  the  people  are  friendly,  and  the  account  ends  with  the 
statement  that  all  wondered  at  the  words  of  grace  which 
proceeded  out  of  his  mouth.  A  good  way  further  on  the 
rest  of  the  narrative  is  presented,  interwoven  with  the  brief 
record  in  Matthew  and  Mark.  It  seems  clear  that  this  violent 
change  was  made  purely  upon  critical  grounds.  I  am  unable, 
therefore,  to  see  that  Tatian  affords  us  any  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  earlier  and  more  authentic  written  sources  under- 
lying our  present  Gospel. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  changed  order  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel  would  remove  from  it  some  of  the  most  serious  his- 
torical difficulties ;  but  if  it  should  be  finally  proved  that  the 
present  order  is  not  that  which  was  originally  intended,  I 
think  it  will  be  more  reasonable  to  ascribe  the  change  to 
some  kind  of  accident  than  to  the  blundering  of  a  compiler 
who  displays  an  extraordinary  literary  geniua  Chapter  xxi. 
seems  to  show  that  the  book  underwent  some  kind  of  editing 
before  it  was  given  to  the  public,  and  it  is  conceivable  that 
some  of  the  author's  sheets  may  have  got  displaced.  This 
does  not  seem  altogether  improbable  in  the  case  of  complete 
episodes,  beginning,  like  chapters  v.  and  vL,  with  fiera  TaOra.* 

^  The  Earliest  Life  of  Chriit  ever  compiled  from  the  four  QospeUy  being  the 
Diatessaron  of  Tatian^  literally  translaied  from  the  Arabic  VersioUy  bj  thd 
Rev.  J.  Hamlyn  Hill,  B.D.,  1894,  pp.  30  eq. 

'  Archdeacon  J.  P.  Norris  saggest^  many  years  ago  that  Chapters  v. 
and  yL  ought  to  be  in  an  inverse  order.  He  thought  vi.  and  xzL 
might  both  have  been  written  after  the  completion  of  the  first  draft  of  the 
Qospel ;  and  if  vi.  was  written  on  a  separate  parchment,  it  might  have 
been  inserted  by  very  early  copyists  in  the  wrong  place.  He  points  out 
several  items  of  similarity  connecting  Chapters  vi.  and  zxL  He 
mentions  that  *'Ludolphus   de  Saxonicft,  whose   Vita  Chriiti  was    the 
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On  the  whole,  however,  I  am  inclined  to  attribute  the  apparent 
displacements  to  the  original  writer,  who  cared  more  for  the 
associations  of  thought  than  for  the  order  of  chronology,  and 
who  might  refer  back  to  what  he  had  recently  written 
without  reflecting  that  the  continuity  of  thought  was  sup- 
posed, historically,  to  be  interrupted  by  change  of  time  and 
scene. 

gnat  text-book  of  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  centnriee,  seems  to  take 
it  for  granted  (without  aaaigning  any  reason)  that  the  sixth  chapter  of  St 
John  ought  to  precede  the  fifth."  See  his  article,  ''On  the  Chronology  of 
St  John  y.  and  yi^"  in  TheJownal  of  PhdMogif,  toL  iiL,  1871,  pp.  107  s^g* 
Farther  references  to  the  literature  of  the  subject  may  be  seen  in  an 
article  by  H.  Holtzmann  on  '*  Unordnungen  und  Umordnungen  im 
▼ierten  Eyangelium,"  in  the  ZeU,f.  n$uL  Wim.^  1902,  pp.  50  jgg. 
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CHAPTER  ra 

ALLEGED  ANTI-JUDAIC  CHARACTER  OF  THE  GOSPEL  AND  GBEEK 
PHILOSOPHICAL  TRAINING  OF  THE  AUTHOR 

In  this  chapter  we  have  to  consider  the  two  arguments  which, 
in  Schiirer's  opinion,  remain  with  unimpaired  f  orce.^ 

It  is  said,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  character  of  the  Gospel 
is  inconsistent  with  the  character  of  the  Apostle.  We  may 
review  this  objection  under  the  two  heads  of  John's  general 
character,  and  of  his  Judaic  position. 

James  and  John  received  from  Jesus  the  surname  of 
Boanerges,  the  sons  of  thunder,'  and  this  seems  to  imply  a 
certain  vehemence  of  disposition.  It  was  they  who  wished  to 
call  down  fire  from  heaven  on  an  inhospitable  Samaritan 
village.*  It  was  they  who,  with  the  assistance  of  their  mother, 
begged  that  they  might  sit  on  the  right  hand  and  on  the  left 
of  Jesus  in  his  kingdom.*  It  was  John  who  told  how  they  had 
forbidden  a  man  to  cast  out  demons  in  the  name  of  Jesus, 
because  he  followed  not  with  them.^  Then  there  is  the  well- 
known  anecdote  how  John,  hearing  that  Cerinthus  was  in  the 
bath  to  which  he  had  gone,  rushed  out  lest  the  building  should 
fall  on  him.^  Irenseus  relates  this  story  on  the  authority  of 
some  who  heard  it  from   Polycarp.    This  is  not  first-rate 

1  Contempcrary  Eeview,  Sept  1891,  p.  409  sq* 
^  Mark  iii.  17.  ^  Lake  ix.  54. 

^  Matt  zx.  20  sq^. ;  Mark  x.  35  tqq, 

^  Mark  ix.  38 ;  Luke  ix.  49.  *  Iren.,  m.  iii  4. 
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evidence ;  but  such  tales  are  generally  adapted,  though  oft^i 
with  exaggeration,  to  some  familiar  trait  in  the  character  of 
the  man  about  whom  they  are  told  Are  we  to  infer  from 
these  accounts  that  the  Apostle  John  was  such  a  passionate, 
ambitious,  and  intolerant  man  that  he  could  not  pcNSsibly  have 
written  the  Qoepel  ?  To  answer  this  question  we  must  take 
a  few  other  facts  into  account.  John  seems  to  have  belonged, 
with  his  brother  James  and  Peter,  to  an  inner  group  among 
the  Twelve ;  and  Jesus  can  hardly  have  selected  him  for  this 
peculiar  intimacy  unless  he  found  in  him  something  congenial 
to  his  own  spirit  Further,  John  is  by  no  means  prominent 
in  such  records  as  we  possess  of  the  early  years  of  the  Church. 
He  is  mentioned  along  with  Peter  in  connection  with  the 
healing  of  the  lame  man.^  He  was  sent  with  Peter  into 
Samaria  after  Philip  had  preached  the  Qoepel  there.'  But  we 
are  told  nothing  of  his  personal  action,  and  it  is  dear  that 
Peter  was  the  leading  spirit.  Paul  refers  to  him  as  one  of  the 
'"Pillars"  at  Jerusalem';  but  here  again  it  is  evident  that 
Peter  and  James  were  the  acting  and  influential  men,  and 
this  impression  is  confirmed  by  the  corresponding  narrative 
in  Acts,  where  the  two  latter  are  represented  as  determining 
the  vote  of  the  assembly,  while  John  is  passed  over  in  silence. 
All  this  seems  to  show  that  John  was  felt  to  have  the  weight 
and  capacity  of  a  leader,  but  was  holding  his  eneigies  in 
reserve,  and  perhaps  allowing  men  of  lower  spiritual  gifts  to 
step  before  him.  A  quiet  and  thoughtful  temperament  is  by 
no  means  inconsistent  with  a  certain  vehemence,  when,  on 
occasions,  the  pent-up  fire  flashes  forth;  indeed,  the  very 
violence  of  feeling  may  help  to  foster  an  habitual  quietude, 
lest  word  or  deed  should  betray  too  deep  an  emotion.  Then  it 
is  surely  not  without  significance  that  in  the  three  narratives 
which  are  cited  from  the  Gospels  to  prove  the  overbearing 
^  Actt  iiL  and  iv.  *  Acts  yiii.  14.  '  QaL  ii  9. 
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temper  of  John  we  are  expressly  told  that  Jesus  corrected 
him.  Are  we  to  sappose  that  these  rebukes  made  no  impres- 
sion? Is  it  not  more  likely  that  they  sank  deep  into  his 
heart,  and  that  the  agony  of  beholding  his  Master's  crucifixion 
made  them  ineffaceable  ?  Then,  if  not  before,  began  that  long 
development  which  changed  the  youthful  son  of  thunder  into 
the  aged  apostle  of  lova  But  now  let  us  notice  some  corre- 
sponding features  in  the  CoepeL  Nowhere  else  is  the  necessity 
for  a  profound  and  searching  spiritual  change  so  earnestly 
insisted  on;  nowhere  else  is  Jesus  more  recognised  as  the 
inspirer  of  a  new  life,  without  which  men  are  dead  and 
fruitless.  Was  the  writer  speaking  without  experience,  or 
was  he  conscious  of  a  change  that  went  down  to  the  roots  of 
his  being,  and  made  ^irn  a  new  man  in  Christ  ?  This  birth 
from  above,  however,  does  not  obliterate,  but  only  glorifies 
the  natural  disposition;  and  amid  the  tranquil  flow  of  the 
Gospel  the  ancient  vehemence  flames  out  with  hot  denuncia- 
tion :  "  He  that  disobeys  the  Son  shall  not  see  life,  but  the 
wrath  of  God  abides  upon  him  "  ^ ;  "  Ye  are  from  your  father 
the  devil,  and  the  desires  of  your  father  ye  will  do  "  * ;  "  But 
he  said  this,  not  because  he  cared  for  the  poor,  but  because  he 
was  a  thief,  and  had  the  purse,  and  carried  what  was  put  in 
it."'  On  the  score  of  general  character,  then,  I  am  unable  to 
recognise  any  inconsistency  between  what  we  know  of  the 
Apostle  John  and  the  author  of  the  Fourth  Gospel. 

The  more  special  portion  of  this  argument  consists  of  the 
allegation  that  John  belonged  to  the  Judaic  party  in  the 
Church,  and  that  the  Gospel  is  anti-Judaic  Of  the  opinions 
of  the  Apostle  in  the  controversy  between  Paul  and  the 
Judaizers  the  only  evidence  which  we  possess  is  contained  in 
the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians.  The  argument  founded  on  the 
action  of  James,  Eephas  and  John,  as  there  described,  is 
*  iii.  36.  *  viii.  44.  »  xii.  6. 
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presented  so  fairly  by  Schiirer  that  I  give  it  in  his  words: 
'*  When  they  saw  that  Paul  had  been  intrusted  with  the 
Qospel  of  undrcumcision,  and  when  they  perceived  the  grace 
which  was  given  to  him,  they  joined  hands  in  fraternal 
fellowship  with  him  (c/.  especially  verses  7  and  9).  They  had 
therefore  hitherto  presupposed  the  observance  of  the  law  on 
the  part  of  those  who  believed  in  Jesus,  as  something  which 
went  without  saying.  And  they  vnshed  stiU  to  limit  them- 
selves (GaL  ii  9),  in  their  own  activity,  to  the  circle  of  those 
who  observed  the  law  (to  '  the  circumcision ').  They  acknow- 
ledged Paul's  work  to  be  legitimate,  but  on  their  side  they 
had  no  desire  to  take  part  in  it."  ....  Whether  John  ''  was 
more  disposed  to  fraternise  with  the  stricter  James  or  was 
like  the  freer  Peter  we  do  not  know.  But  even  in  the  latter 
case  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  he  stiQ  observed  the  law 
for  himself.  Peter  even  did  not  dare  to  emancipate  himself 
from  it.  This  holding  fast  to  Jewish  custom  presupposes  a 
high  estimation  of  it  which  does  not  agree  with  the  fiuida- 
mental  thoughts  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  To  the  Evangelist  the 
Jewish  law  has  become  something  foreign."  ^ 

This  argument  suggests  several  remarks.  If  the  pillar 
Apostles,  up  to  the  time  of  Paul's  visit,  had  taken  for  granted 
that  the  law  was  to  be  observed  by  all  Christians,  their  view 
of  its  relative  importance  must  have  been  undergoing  a 
momentous,  though  silent,  change ;  for  otherwise  they  could 
not,  after  an  interview,  have  abandoned  the  Judaic  position. 
On  the  hypothesis,  the  step  which  they  took  was  as  serious  as 
it  would  be  for  a  Roman  Catholic  to  acknowledge  the  grace 
given  to  a  Unitarian,  and  concede  that  aU  which  separated 
them  was  non-essential.  To  give  Paul  the  right  hand  of 
fellowship  was  to  forsake  the  fundamental  principle  of 
Judaism,  and  to  issue  forth  as  freemen  into  a  new  era.  This 
*  ArUeUj  p.  409  «gr. 
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advance,  which  was  practically  boundless  in  its  significance, 
being  an  open  declaration  that  faith  in  Christ  was  sufficient, 
and  that  the  observance  of  the  law  was  unnecessary,  was 
made  even  by  "  the  stricter  James."  I  dwell  upon  this  point 
because  it  is  incomparably  the  most  important  in  the 
narrative,  and  yet  it  is  sometimes  studiously  ignored,  and  its 
far-reaching  consequences  are  commonly  overlooked.  Here 
we  have  the  conscious  acceptance  of  a  new  principle;  all 
further  change  into  the  highest  spirituality  of  thought  and 
practice  was  but  development  from  this  seed,  which  had  been 
germinating  in  secret,  and  then  first  sprang  into  recog- 
nition. 

The  absence  of  desire  to  take  part  in  the  work  of  preaching 
to  the  Gentiles  may  have  been  due  to  want  of  gift  and  train- 
ing as  well  as  to  personal  disinclination.  The  Jews  required 
the  Gospel  as  well  as  the  Gentiles.  Paul  himself  recognises 
the  legitimacy  of  the  Gospel  of  circumcision,  and  there  was  no 
reason  why  the  older  Apostles  should  have  forsaken  the  work 
in  which  they  were  already  engaged.  But  it  is  also  true  that 
men  require  time  before  they  can  perceive  the  full  results  of 
a  newly-acknowledged  principle ;  and  nothing  could  be  more 
natiuul  than  continuance  upon  the  old  lines  till  thought  and 
experience  brought  the  need  of  a  further  change.  The  same 
consideration  will  explain  why  John,  while  fully  conceding 
Paul's  principle,  nevertheless  did  not  himself  abandon  the 
observance  of  the  law,  if  it  be  true  that  he  did  not  abandon 
it.  From  the  Paidine  point  of  view  it  was  a  matter  of 
perfect  indifference  whether  he  observed  it  or  not:  neither 
was  circumcision  anything  nor  uncircumcision.  Accordingly, 
so  long  as  he  remained  in  Jerusalem,  both  prudence  and 
custom  would  induce  him  to  follow  the  old  practices  His 
doing  so  might  have  implied  his  personal  respect  for  the  law, 
such  as  men  are  required  to  entertain  for  the  law  of  the 
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commniiity  in  which  they  live,  bat  would  not  have  evinced  a 
religions  estimation  of  it  so  high  as  to  be  inconsistent  with 
Paul's  doctrine.  Nor  can  I  see  that  it  wonld  be  inconsist^it 
with  the  doctrine  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  That  Gospel 
represents  Jesos  as  patting  his  own  interpretation  on  the  law 
of  the  Sabbath,  jost  as  the  other  Gospels  do,  bat  I  know  not 
on  what  ground  it  can  be  maintained  that  "  to  the  Evangelist 
the  Jewish  law  has  become  something  foreign."  This  is 
certainly  not  proved  by  the  references  to  ''your  law"  and 
"their  law"^;  for  the  object  in  these  passages  is  not  to 
condemn  the  law,  but  to  show  that  the  one  authority  which 
the  Jews  themselves  recognised  condemned  them.  Indeed,  in 
one  of  the  passages  it  is  taken  for  granted  that  the  words  of 
the  law  must  be  fulfilled,'  and  in  another  it  is  assumed  that 
"the  Scripture  cannot  be  broken."'  Undoubtedly  the  atti- 
tude towards  the  law  is  not  that  of  a  Pharisee  or  of  a  strict 
Jew ;  but  we  have  seen  that  this  was  consciously  left  when 
John  gave  the  right  hand  of  fellowship  to  Paul  fVom 
that  moment  he  must  have  seen  more  and  more  clearly  that 
the  law  was  the  Jews'  law,  and  not  the  Christian  or  universal 
law. 

It  is  admitted,  however,  by  Schiirer  that  John  may  have 
gone  with  the  freer  Peter ;  but  then  he  maint4fcinfl  that  even 
Peter  "did  not  care  to  emancipate  himself  from"  the  law. 
This  statement  is  not,  I  think,  borne  out  by  the  facts. 
Paul  distinctly  affirms  that  Peter  was  in  the  habit  of  living  as 
a  Gentile,  iOvucS^  £^9,^  for  this  must  be  the  meaning  of  the 
present  tense,  because  at  the  precise  moment  when  Peter  was 
addressed  he  was  living  as  a  Jew.  So  marked  was  this 
freedom  of  Peter's  that  Paul  treats  his  withdrawal  from  the 
Gentiles  as  an  act  of  hypocrisy.    A  lapse  which  carried  away 

*  Tii.  19,  23,  viii.  17,  X.  34,  rv.  25.  «  xv.  25. 

•  X.  35.  *  GaL  ii,  14. 
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even  Barnabas,  and  left  Patd  completely  alone,  must  have 
been  temporary;  and  at  all  events  Paul's  express  testimony 
remains  that  for  a  time,  and  until  his  personal  fears  were 
aroused,  Peter  agreed  ¥dth  him,  not  only  in  theory,  but  in 
practice.  John,  therefore,  may  have  done  so,  and  may  never 
have  been  guilty  of  a  timid  departure  from  his  principles. 

So  far  we  have  been  reasoning  as  though  it  were  alleged 
that  the  Gospel  was  written  a  week  or  two,  and  not  forty 
years,  after  the  council  in  Jerusalem.  How  much  may 
John's  mind  have  ripened  during  those  forty  momentous 
years?  Men  do  not  necessarily  lose  their  loyalty  to  their 
nation  because  the  government  commits  a  crime;  but  the 
crucifixion  of  his  beloved  teacher  must  have  shaken  John's 
faith  in  the  entire  system  of  which  that  crime  was  the  natural 
outcome.  For  a  time  he  would  persuade  himself  that  it  was 
due  to  some  temporary  delusion,  and  hope  to  ¥dn  over  his 
countrymen.  Then  persecution  assailed  his  own  house.  His 
brother  James  was  killed  by  Herod,  and  the  Jews  were 
pleased.^  These  bitter  experiences  may  have  helped  to 
prepare  his  mind  for  the  judgment  which  he  gave  at  the 
council  After  the  council  the  rancour  of  the  Jews  continually 
increased,  and  all  hope  was  gradually  extinguished  of  winning 
them  to  the  Christian  cause.  Paul  had  been  rescued  from 
destruction  in  Jerusalem  only  by  the  intervention  of  the 
Romans.  The  strict  and  blameless  James  had  died  a  martyr's 
death.  The  fiercest  passions  of  a  wild  fanaticism  had  brought 
the  Roman  legions  on  the  scene.  Fire  and  sword  had  deso- 
lated the  holy  city  and  the  Temple  itself.  The  sacrificial 
system  had  come  to  a  violent  and  ignominious  end ;  and  the 
Rabbis  had  been  obliged  to  save  Judaism  from  utter  extinction 
by  accepting  a  large  part  of  the  Christian  protest,  and 
admitting  that  spiritual  sacrifices  were  sufficient.    But  still 

1  Aetszii.  1-3. 
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thieir  ammosity  was  not  stayed,  and  Ghristianiiy  and  Judaism 
drifted  farther  and  farther  apart  Wonld  it  be  conteary  to 
homan  natore  if  the  Apostle,  after  sach  appalling  experiences, 
came  to  speak  of  his  countrymen  as  "the  Jews,"  ^  to  look  npon 
them  as  the  embodiment  of  all  that  was  opposed  to  the  will  of 
Qod,  and  to  the  progress  of  his  kingdom,  and  to  r^ard  the  law 
as  being,  however  divine  in  its  origin  and  scope,  nevertheless 
the  law  of  Moses,  the  law  of  a  single  people,  and  far  beneath 
the  universal  grace  and  truth  which  came  by  Jesus  Christ  ? 
Critics  write  as  though  an  apostle  must  be  as  wooden  as  a 
Dutch  doll,  impervious  to  the  agonies  of  wounded  affection, 
blind  to  the  lessons  of  histoiy,  though  traced  in  letters  of 
blood,  and  with  a  soul  tightly  locked  against  the  Spirit  of 
God.  For  my  part,  I  cannot  believe  that  a  Boanerges  was  so 
immovable  and  stupid. 

We  may  refer  here  to  a  remark  of  Dr  Martineau's.  He 
says,  "No  Israelite,  sharing  the  memory  of  the  \ao9  OeaS, 
could,  like  the  evangelist,  place  himself  superciliously  outside 
his  compatriots,  speak  of  their  most  sacred  anniversaries  as 
'  feasts  of  the  Jews,*  and  reckon  the  Jews  among  the  common 
iOyri  of  the  world"  ^  This  statement  is  unaccompanied  by 
references.  On  the  feelings  with  which  the  Apostle  would 
be  likely  to  regard  his  countrymen  sufficient  has  already  been 

^  There  is  a  thouglitfal  article  by  Dr.  Belaer  on  <'  Der  Auadnick  'IovSoTm 
im  JohAimeseyaDgeliam''  in  the  Theologische  QuartaUchrifij  1902,  pp.  168-222. 
The  term  is  lued  Bometimea  to  denote  the  Jews  as  a  nation,  in  distinction 
from  other  nations.  Sometimes  it  means  Judeans,  as  distinguished  from 
Galileans  or  Perseans.  And  often  it  refers  to  the  leaders  of  the  Jewish 
people,  the  representatives  of  unbelieving  Judaism.  And  sometimes  it  is 
applied  to  inhabitants  of  Judaea  who  believed  in  the  Messiahship  of  Jesos. 
He  compares  this  varying  usage  to  a  similar  indefiniteness  in  the  use  of 
ftaSnToi,  and  thinks  that  it  is  explicable  only  by  the  fact  that  the  author 
was  committing  to  writing  what  he  had  often  said,  in  order  to  assist  the 
memory  of  those  who  were  familiar  with  his  teaching,  and  thus  confirms 
the  genuineness  of  the  Gbspel. 

'  Seat  ofAuthorityy  p.  212. 
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said,  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  passage  in  which  the  author 
places  himself  outside  the  Jewish  race,  in  the  sense  of  not 
belonging  to  it  by  birth.  It  is  the  custom  of  historians  to 
refer  to  their  own  countrymen  by  their  historical  name, 
instead  of  constantly  describing  them  as  "  our  people,"  or  by 
some  equivalent  phrase.  Even  Paul,  though  not  writing 
history,  speaks  of  being  beaten  by  "Jews"^;  and  why  a 
Jew  writing  among  Gentiles  and  for  Gentiles  should  not  call 
the  Passover  and  the  feast  of  tabernacles  **  feasts  of  the  Jews  '* 
I  cannot  conceive.'  That  the  description  is  simply  historical, 
and  not  used  ¥dth  any  contempt,  appears  from  the  fact 
that,  when  the  information  is  once  given,  it  is  not  repeated, 
and  the  "  feast "  is  not  accompanied  by  the  addition  to  which 
exception  is  taken.'  The  remaining  charge,  that  the  writer 
reckons  the  Jews  among  the  common  ^yri  of  the  world,  seems 
to  be  founded  on  some  misapprehension.  The  eOvfi  are 
nowhere  alluded  to  in  the  Gospel ;  but  the  chief  priests  and 
Pharisees  refer  to  the  nation  in  its  political  connection  as 
TO  eOyo^,  and  the  evangelist  takes  up  and  repeats'  the  phrase.* 
Pilate  also,  in  speaking  to  Jesus,  uses  the  words  to  ^vog  to 
a-ovJ^  This  employment  of  ei9vo9  in  the  singular  is  very 
different  from  reckoning  the  Jews  among  the  eOvri,  and  that 
it  is  not  inconsistent  ¥dth  Jewish  authorship  is  sufficiently 
proved  by  its  occurrence  in  the  LXX.®  I  am  unable,  there- 
fore, to  feel  any  real  force  in  these  objections. 
We  may  notice  here  the  only  other  argument  on  which 

»  2  Cor.  xi.  24.  Thucydides  apeaks  of  « Athenianfl" ;  livy,  of  "  BomaiiB" ; 
Josephus,  of  ''Jews." 

*  See  ▼.  I,  vL  4,  vii.  2.  "The  «^x«  of  the  Jews"  is  mentioned  in  iL  13 
and  zi.  55,  and  perhaps  the  feast  is  so  chaiacterised  because  the  Christians 
too  had  their  vdkrxa. 

»  See  ii  23,  iv.  45,  vii.  8,  10,  11,  14,  37,  xi.  56,  xii  12,  20,  xiiL  i,  29. 
«  XL  48,  50,  51,  52.  *  xviiL  35. 

*  See  Ex.  xxiii.  11 ;  Levit  xxl  i  ;  Dent.  iv.  6 ;  Isa.  i.  4  ;  Zeph.  ii.  9 ; 
Hag.  ii.  15  ;  Wisd.  xvii.  2. 
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Schiirer  is  disposed  to  rdy.  He  thinks  "the  Greek  philo- 
sophical training  of  the  author"  is  inconsistent  with  the 
alleged  origin  of  the  book^  It  would  be  easier  to  estimate 
the  force  of  this  argument  if  detailed  proof  were  given  of 
the  philosophical  training.  In  the  case  of  Philo  proof  would 
be  unnecessary,  simply  because  it  is  so  abundant  throughout 
his  writings.  The  style,  the  mode  of  thought,  the  terminology, 
the  express  allusions  and  quotations  place  the  matter  at  once 
and  obviously  beyond  the  reach  of  controversy.  But  all 
these  indications  fail  us  in  the  Fourth  Gospel.  The  style, 
as  we  have  seen,  is  not  constructed  upon  Greek  models.  If 
we  except  a  few  lines  of  the  Proem,  the  thought  moves 
throughout  in  a  wholly  different  region,  and  the  characteristic 
problems  of  Greek  philosophy  are  passed  by  in  silence.  With 
the  exception  of  the  word  Xayog  the  terminology  of  the 
schools  is  absent;  and  \6y09  is  a  term  which  is  found  in 
the  LXX.  If  we  take  only  the  designations  of  the  supreme 
Being,  and  compare  their  paucity  and  simplicity  with  the 
rich  variety  and  philosophical  flavour  of  those  used  by  Philo, 
we  must  be  struck  with  the  difference.  This  difference  is 
all-pervading.  If  we  omit  the  first  few  verses,  I  cannot 
recall  to  mind  a  single  passage  where  the  mode  of  expression 
even  suggests  the  thought  that  the  writer  must  have  been 
reading  Greek  philosophy.  It  is  needless  to  say  that  direct 
allusions  and  quotations  are  entirely  wanting.  Where,  then, 
is  the  evidence  of  Greek  philosophical  training  ?  Simply  in 
the  theory  which  is  sketched  in  such  broad  outlines  in  the 
Proem,  and  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  which  contains  some 
Stoical  elements,  but  has  not  a  trace  of  the  characteristic 
Stoical  vocabulary.  This  seems  to  point  to  a  man  who  had 
been  without  philosophical  training,  but  through  the  necessities 
of  his  position  had  been  brought  into  living  contact  with  the 

'  ArttcUy  p.  409. 
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problems  of  his  time,  and  under  the  impulse  of  spiritual 
genius  had  struck  out  some  grand  lines  of  thought,  which 
might  be  afterwards  developed  into  a  philosophy.  This 
latter  process  had  already  begun  in  the  time  of  Justin  the 
philosopher  and  martyr,  whose  philosophical  training  is  mani- 
fest, and  who  tries  to  throw  around  the  soaring  ideas  of 
inspiration  the  network  of  philosophy,  and  force  them  into 
the  cage  of  scholastic  dogma.  But  the  writer  of  the  Qospel 
follows  a  different  method.  He  does  not  define,  and  elaborate, 
and  prove  by  a  disciplined  dialectic,  but  places  before  us,  as 
it  were,  a  series  of  spiritual  pictures,  which  every  man  may 
interpret  according  to  the  measure  of  soul  which  is  in  him. 
In  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  he  seems  to  place  himself  between 
Jews  and  Greeks,  and  to  appropriate  a  common  term  as  the 
expression  of  a  uniting  faith.  It  is  as  though  he  said,  Tou 
Greeks  behold  in  Christ  the  consummate  Reason,  that  Reason 
of  which  I  have  so  often  heard  you  speak,  which  dwells 
eternally  with  God,  and  in  which  you  have  seen  the  divine 
baais  of  the  universe  and  the  indwelling  light  of  man ;  you 
Jews  behold  in  him  that  Word  of  God  which  spake  to  your 
fathers,  and  was  handed  down  in  your  Scriptures,  but  for 
you  who  believe  is  no  longer  inscribed  in  tables  of  stone  or 
of  parchment,  but  of  flesh.  If  we  combine  with  these  con- 
siderations the  evidence  of  the  author's  Judaic  training,  on 
which  we  have  already  dwelt,  I  think  we  shall  see  that  the 
book  itself  points  to  a  Palestinian  Jew  who  in  later  life  was 
brought  into  some  sort  of  loose  contact  with  current  modes 
of  thought  among  the  Greeks.  This  is  precisely  what  the 
traditional  account  would  lead  us  to  expect,  and  I  am 
therefore  unable  to  attach  any  more  weight  to  this  than  to 
the  other  of  the  two  arguments  which  alone,  in  Schiirer  s 
opinion,  retain  any  validity. 
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CHAPTER  IV 

COULD  THE  PORTRAIT  OF  JESUS  HAVE  BEEN  DRAWN  BT  A 
PERSONAL  FRIEND? 

It  is  affirmed  with  great  confidence  that  the  portrait  of  Jesus 
which  is  presented  by  the  Qospel  could  not  possibly  have 
been  drawn  by  a  personal  friend.  Weizsacker  regards  this 
argoment  as  decisive  of  the  question.  He  compares  the 
Qospel  in  this  respect  with  the  Apocalypse,  and  says  that 
the  divisi<m  between  the  present  view  of  the  author  and  the 
actual  intercourse  with  Jesus  of  Nazareth  is  no  less  than 
that  between  the  seer  and  the  Lamb  or  the  dread  form  of  the 
heavenly  judge.  That  the  Apostle,  the  beloved  disciple,  who 
lay  beside  Jesus  at  the  table,  should  have  represented  his 
former  experiences  as  intercourse  ¥rith  the  divine  Logos 
made  flesh  is  a  still  greater  riddle.  No  power  of  faith  and 
of  philosophy  can  be  imagined  sufficiently  great  to  extinguiirii 
the  recollection  of  the  real  Uf e,  and  substitute  for  it  this 
miraculous  image  of  a  divine  being.  In  Paul,  who  never 
knew  Jesus,  it  is  intelligible ;  but  in  a  primitive  apostle  it  is 
unthinkable.^  It  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  form  a  just 
estimate  of  this  argument;  so  much  depends  on  the  extent 
of  our  agreement  with  the  author,  on  the  interpretati<m  of 
the  book,  and  on  our  understanding  of  an  oriental  mind. 
For  those  who  accept  the  whole  work  as  strictly  historical 
1  Da»  op.  Zeit.^  p.  535  «gr. 
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the  difficulty  does  not  arise.  From  this  point  of  view  an 
apostle  alone  could  give  the  needed  attestation,  and  state 
with  authority  the  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  Qospel  of 
Christ  I  have  not  been  able,  however,  to  adopt  this 
position.  We  have  been  compelled  to  admit  that  the  book 
is  rather  an  interpretation  of  the  inward  and  essential  mean- 
ing of  Christ's  life  than  an  exact  delineation  of  its  outward 
incidents;  and  therefore  for  us  the  question  arises  whether 
such  an  interpretation  could  have  been  given  by  one  who 
had  known  Jesus  as  a  man,  and  lived  with  him  in  the 
intimacy  of  friendship.  A  complete  answer  to  this  question 
could  be  reached  only  through  the  exegesis  of  the  entire 
work^  and  therefore  I  must  be  content  with  some  very 
general  remarka  It  seems  to  me  that  the  individuality  of 
the  writer,  whoever  he  may  have  been,  is  so  peculiar  that  we 
cannot  apply  to  him  criteria  of  probability  which  would  be 
suitable  enough  for  an  ordinary  Englishman  or  Qerman  of 
modem  times.  He  certainly  has  not  strung  together  a 
number  of  gossiping  reminiscences  in  order  to  gratify  our 
curiosity.  There  is  a  sort  of  remote  and  solitary  greatness 
about  the  principal  figure,  which  does  not  suggest  the 
familiar  companion,  or  allow  us  to  see  what  I  may  call  the 
every-day  personality  of  Jesus.  But  this  is  only  sayiug 
that  the  personality  of  Jesus  was  transcendent  and  unique 
in  the  experience  of  the  writer,  and  that  the  little  bio- 
graphical details  which  bring  men  closer  to  us,  and  make 
them  live  in  the  imagination,  were  swallowed  up  in  the 
religious  significance  of  his  person  and  his  work.  Have  we 
not  all  met  men  ¥dth  whom  none  but  a  coxcomb  would  take 
liberties,  o¥dng  to  the  inherent  dignity  and  power  which 
obviously  belonged  to  them,  and  can  we  not  believe  that  the 
devout  and  mystic  mind  of  an  oriental,  who  had  found  in 
Jesus  the  secret  of  eternal  life,  and  had  pondered  for  fifty 
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years  on  the  source  and  meaning  of  that  life,  might  be  so 
absorbed  in  the  moral  and  spiritual  impression  as  to  have 
a  reverent  shrinking  from  dwelling  on  those  traits  in  his 
Master  which  would  seem  to  ally  him  with  ordinary 
humanity  ?  K  it  be  said  that  this  might  be  so,  but  that  the 
disciple  could  not  think  of  the  dear  friend  and  teacher,  with 
whom  he  had  walked  and  talked,  as  a  divine  being  from 
another  sphere,  as  not  strictly  a  man  at  all,  but  as  a  mani- 
fested God,  I  can  only  reply  at  present  that  I  cannot  so 
interpret  his  thought.  The  humanity  of  Jesus  is  not  for- 
gotten. He  is  the  Son  of  man.  His  body  is  not  a  phantasm, 
but  composed  of  flesh,  from  which,  when  wounded,  blood  and 
water  flow  forth.  He  is  tired  with  a  journey,  and  sits  down 
to  rest  himself.^  He  weeps.'  His  soul  is  troubled.'  He  is 
troubled  in  spirit.^  He  has  a  cup  (of  suffering)  to  drink.' 
But  it  is  still  more  important  to  observe  that  his  spiritual 
being  is  represented  as  absolutely  dependent  on  God.  He  is 
sent  by  God.'  He  describes  himself  as  ''a  man^  who  has 
spoken  to  you  the  truth  which  I  heard  from  God"';  "the 
things  which  I  speak,  therefore,  as  the  Father  has  said  to 
me,  so  I  speak"';  "all  things  that  I  heard  from  my  Father 
I  made  known  to  you."^'  He  acted  and  spoke  by  command- 
ment of  his  Father,  and  he  continued  in  his  Father's  love 
because  he  kept  his  oommandmenta^^  He  did  nothing  from 
himself,  and  the  Father  left  him  not  alone,  because  he  did 
always  the  things  that  pleased  him.^  All  this  implies  that 
it  was  as  man  that  he  listened  to  the  voice  of  God,  and 
reverently  obeyed  it;  and  it  may  remind  us  of  what 
Xenophon  said  from  a  lower  plane  of  religious  life,  that 

'    iv.  6.  '  xL  35.  *  xii.  27.  *  xiiL  21. 

*  xviiL  II.  •  PoMtm.  '  tMBprnwos.  •  viii  40. 

»  xii.  5a  *•  XV.  15.    See  also  viii.  26,  28,  38. 

"  X.  18,  xii  49,  xiv.  31,  XV.  10^  and  ef.  iv.  34. 
"  viii.  28  sq.    Cf,  ▼.  30. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


HUMAN  CHARACTERISTICS  423 

Socrates  "did  nothing  without  the  judgment  of  the  Qoda"^ 
Accordingly,  Jesus  offers  prayer,  the  act  of  communion 
between  the  finite  and  the  infinite.  It  is  owing  to  the 
Father  that  he  lives.^  His  judgment  is  just  because  he 
seeks  not  his  own  will,  but  the  will  of  the  Father.'  He  and 
God  are  repeatedly  spoken  of  as  though  they  were  quite  dis- 
tinct :  for  instance,  faith  in  him  is  to  be  superadded  to  faith 
in  God  * ;  in  him,  as  the  Son  of  man,  God  is  glorified,^  with 
which  we  may  compare  what  Paul  says  of  himself,  "they 
glorified  God  in  me."®  To  this  we  must  add  the  emphatic 
declaration  that  the  Father  is  the  only  real  God.^  So  far, 
then,  we  have  the  picture  of  a  profoundly  religious  and 
devoted  man,  such  as  a  loving  friend  might  undoubtedly 
draw ;  and  before  we  proceed  to  another  aspect  of  the  picture, 
we  must  observe  that  these  features  are  not  rare  and 
accidental,  but  pervading  and  characteristic 

Now  it  appears  to  me  that  the  expressions  which  seem  to 
convert  Jesus  into  a  superhuman  being,  and  which  we  would 
not  apply  either  to  ourselves  or  to  any  of  our  friends,  instead 
of  being  inconsistent  with  what  has  been  just  pointed  out, 
inevitably  flow  from  and  complete  it.  The  pathway  to  the 
highest  communion  with  God  is  through  the  lowliest  self- 
surrender  and  submission ;  and  he  who  speaks  only  what  he 
hears  from  the  Father,  and  does  only  what  the  Father  com- 
mands, will  become  so  pure  an  organ  of  the  eternal  Spirit 
that  in  seeing  him  we  shall  see  the  Father.  He  and  the 
Father  will  be  one,  not  from  any  independent  and  underived 
greatness,  not  because  they  are  co-equal,  but  because  the 
selfish  and  personal  life  is  lost  in  the  Divine.  If  we  are  not 
too  dull  spiritually  to  feel  the  possibility  of  this,  to  discern 

1  &ircv  Ti|f  r&¥  B*mv  yp^fifit,     M&mor.,  IV.  vlii.  II. 

*  vi.  57.  "  V.  30.  *  xiv.  I. 

*  xiii.  31  «5.  •  Gal.  L  24.  ^  xvii.  3.    Cf.  v.  44,  vi.  27. 
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it  indeed  ¥dthin  ourselves  as  the  ideal  of  sonship,  however 
obscure  and  distorted  by  the  clinging  remnants  of  passion 
and  self-will,  can  we  not  imagine  that  to  the  deep,  searching, 
dissatisfied  soul  of  the  yonng  Apostle  Jesos  had  become  the 
central  revelation  of  Qod,  of  nature,  and  of  man,  and  that, 
as  he  looked  back  npon  the  days  of  dear  intimacy  with  the 
friend  whom  the  Jews  had  crucified,  he  remembered  how  the 
words  of  the  teacher  used  to  thrill  through  him,  and  cany 
him  heavenward,  till  he  seemed  to  stand  in  the  very  presence 
of  the  Father?  Adversaries  did  not  perceive  this,  because 
their  eyes  were  blind,  and  their  ears  stopped,  and  their  heart 
hard;  and  even  apostles,  like  Philip,  had  been  strangely  in 
the  dark,  and  thought  that  the  Father  could  be  shown  other* 
wise  than  in  the  spirit  of  a  surrendered  life.  But  love,  which 
had  experienced  the  birth  from  above,  pierced  the  transparent 
veil  of  the  flesh,  and  recognised  the  universal  and  redeeming 
love  of  the  Father  glowing  in  word  and  deed.  Greatness, 
evoked  by  a  higher  greatness,  understood,  and  bowed  before 
that  heavenly  power,  knowing  whence  it  came,  and  refused 
to  reduce  to  the  level  of  mere  human  opinion  that  which 
broke  up,  as  ¥dth  the  voice  of  Qod,  the  deeps  of  everlasting 
life  within  the  soul.  In  all  this  there  is  nothing  that  goes 
beyond  the  possibilities  of  friendship,  unless  we  are  deter- 
mined to  bring  John  down  to  the  level  of  the  populace  at 
Nazareth,  who  thought  that  there  could  not  be  anything 
unusual  in  Jesus,  because  he  had  a  father  and  mother,  and 
brothers  and  sisters,  like  any  ordinary  mortal  But  what  if 
it  be  one  of  the  gifts  of  genius  to  pass  behind  the  sordid 
drapery  of  things,  and  discern  their  divine  meaning  and 
power?  If  this  was  the  case  with  John,  may  not  the 
bereaved  disciple  have  felt  that  Jesus  came  spiritually  with 
the  Father  to  dwell  in  his  otherwise  desolate  heart,  that  he 
was  henceforth  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life,  and  that  in 
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him  might  be  seen,  full  of  grace  and  truth,  the  sum  of  that 
eternal  Reason  of  which  philosophy  had  gained  but  a  partial 
vision,  of  that  Word  of  Qod  which  had  come  to  ancient 
prophets  ¥dth  intimations  of  a  glory  to  be  revealed,  and 
which  Rabbis  had  turned  into  a  hard  and  deadening  rule? 
To  these  more  general  considerations  we  must  add  the  fact, 
which  will  not  be  denied,  that  the  immediate  disciples  of 
Jesus  regarded  him  as  the  Messiah,  and  therefore  believed 
him  to  be  a  solitary  man  among  men,  sent  by  God  on  a 
unique  mission,  and,  for  the  purposes  of  that  mission,  clothed 
with  unique  powera  His  sharing  this  belief,  therefore,  does 
not  remove  the  author  of  the  Gospel  from  the  circle  of 
personal  frienda  The  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  however  exalted 
and  spiritualised,  pervades  the  teaching  of  the  book ;  and  it 
provides  a  basis  for  further  development  and  interpretation, 
and  may  have  contributed  to  the  unfolding  of  those  higher 
views  on  which  we  have  already  dwelt.  I  am  obliged,  then, 
to  dismiss  this  objection  as  founded  to  a  large  extent  on  a 
misunderstanding,  both  of  the  work  and  of  its  author.^ 

^  Xenophon  could  not  speak  from  the  religious  height  of  the  evangelist, 
but  I  cannot  help  quoting  once  more  his  touching  words,  as  affording  at 
least  a  distant  pandlel  to  the  sentiment  of  a  writer  who  had  the  imagination 
of  an  oriental,  and  the  love  of  one  who  had  found  through  agony  the  peace 
of  an  assured  faith  :  —  t&p  8)  ^Kpdrriv  ytypwaK6rr»¥,  oXot  Hf,  ol  iiptrris 
i^Ufitvoi  irtCrrcs  (hi  Koi  ¥W  SiarcXovo'i  wdtrrwv  fid\urTa  voBwyrtt  iituvov,  As 
if^XLiiArarov  tma  wpht  &p«r^f  iwiii^Ktlaof.  *JLiio\  ii\9  (^  .  .  •  .  Mk^i  roiovrot 
«lirai,  oXot  &r  «fi|  tpi9r6s  r«  Mip  ical  c&Sai/Aoy/o'raroff.     AftffTk,  rv.  viii.  II. 
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THE  UKHISTORICAL  CHARACTEB  OF  THE  BOOK 

We  come  now  to  what  has  always  appeared  to  me  the  most 
formidable  argument  against  the  Johannine  authorship,  and 
one  which  I  think  has  been  in  reality  the  most  largely 
operative,  though  it  has  not  played  a  very  prominent  part 
in  the  controversy;  I  mean  the  unhistorical  character  of 
the  book.  It  seems  to  be  assumed  on  both  sides  that,  if 
John  be  the  author,  then  the  Gospel  must  be  the  most 
authentic  life  of  Jesus  which  we  possess;  and  while  it  is 
contended  on  one  side  that,  being  John's,  it  must  be  strictly 
historical,  it  is  taken  for  granted  on  the  other  that,  not  being 
historical,  it  cannot  be  John's.  This,  then,  is  the  alternative 
which  we  have  to  consider  from  the  point  of  view  of  those 
who  recognise  in  the  Gospel  the  presence  of  a  large  ideal  or 
allegorical  element.  Those  who  see  in  it  nothing  but  pure 
history  cannot  feel  the  pressure  of  this  argument,  and  I  do 
not  wonder  that  they  look  upon  the  Johannine  authorship 
as  irrefragably  established.  I  am  unable,  however,  to  accept 
this  position.  In  our  preliminary  survey  we  saw  critical 
reasons  for  doubting  the  accuracy  of  the  narrative  in  several 
particulars ;  and  I  must  frankly  add  that,  on  general  grounds 
affecting  the  whole  question  of  the  miraculous,  I  am  unable 
to  believe  that  such  miracles  as  the  turning  of  water  into 
wine  and  the  raising  of  Lazarus^were  really  performed.     We 
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must  add  that  the  inaccuracies,  if  they  are  such,  are  not  of 
the  kind  that  can  be  easily  set  down  to  failure  of  memory. 
There  is  such  a  thing  as  misremembering ;  and  it  is  even 
possible  for  a  man  to  feel  sure  that  he  remembers  having 
been  present  at  a  scene  that  took  place  many  years  before, 
when,  in  fact,  he  was  not  there,  but  had  only  heard  an 
account  of  what  occurred,  and  then,  in  the  lapse  of  time, 
had  changed  what  he  was  told  into  a  personal  experience. 
We  may  easily  suppose  that  the  author  of  the  Oospel  had 
a  memory  which  could  be  guilty  of  such  lapses,  and  that  the 
vividness  with  which  he  pictured  things  in  his  imagination 
may  have  sometimes  led  him  to  change  his  visions  into 
realities.  This  might  account  for  considerable  inaccuracy 
of  detail,  but  hardly  for  the  extensive  reconstruction  of  the 
history  which  the  Gospel  exhibits.  I  cannot  believe  that 
any  trick  of  memory  could  lead  a  man  to  believe  that  the 
raising  of  Lazarus  had  taken  place  if  nothing  of  the  sort 
had  really  occurred.  We  are  therefore  thrown  back  on  the 
hypothesis  of  a  deliberate  construction  of  narrative  as  a 
pictorial  embodiment  of  spiritual  truth.  I  need  not  repeat 
what  was  said  in  the  early  part  of  this  work  about  ancient 
views  of  history,  and  the  traces  of  an  original  belief  that 
the  Oospel  was  theological  and  allegorical  rather  than  his- 
torical; but  I  may  venture  on  two  further  observations. 

First,  many  things  in  the  thought  and  character  of  Jesus 
may  have  become  plain  to  the  Apostle  after  the  decease  of  the 
former ;  and  as  he  looked  back,  and  pondered  on  the  lesson  of 
that  wonderful  life,  he  may  have  come  to  care  less  and  less 
for  the  mere  outward  incidents,  and  more  and  more  for  the 
inward  meaning  and  power  of  the  total  manifestation.  Jesus 
seemed  still  to  come,  and  make  his  abode  in  the  bereaved  heart 
of  the  disciple.^    At  the  hour  of  his  departure  he  had  still 


^  xiv.  23. 
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had  maay  things  to  say,  bat  had  left  them  to  the  revealing 
power  of  the  spirit  of  tnith.^  The  disdosnres  of  that  spirit 
became  part  of  the  teaching  and  revelation  of  Christ,  and  the 
things  which  it  spoke  within  the  listening  and  reverent  aonl 
were  only  interpreting  variations  of  what  Christ  had  said  and 
done  on  earth.  John  may  therefore  have  determined  to  write 
a  life  in  which,  disregarding  the  bodily  things  as  already 
sufficieatly  provided  for,  he  conld  set  forth  spiritually  what 
the  Messiah  and  Son  of  God  had  become  to  him.  This  view 
does  not  preclude  the  possibility,  or  even  probability,  that 
much  genuine  history  is  mingled  with  the  narrative,  and  I  am 
very  far  from  supposing  that  the  whole  is  a  tissue  of  aU^ories, 
on  the  model  of  Philo's  interpretations  of  the  Old  Teeksment 
The  lessons  are  spiritual)  not  philosophical,  and  are  conveyed 
through  the  whole  impression  of  a  narrative,  and  not  through 
particular  phrases,  names,  and  incidenta  Further,  if  this  view 
leaves  some  of  the  outward  things  in  a  state  of  uncertainty, 
it  represents  the  work  as  a  genuine  reminiscence  and  descrip- 
tion of  the  impression  which  Jesus  made  upon  a  man  who  was 
susceptible  of  soul-stirring  experiences,  and  characterized  by 
a  singular  depth  and  delicacy  of  spiritual  discernment.  If  we 
do  not  learn  from  him  the  very  words  which  Jesus  spoke,  we 
learn  what  he  said  to  a  sensitive  and  loving  heart 

Secondly,  the  difficulty  is  not  much  relieved  by  the  sap- 
position  of  a  later  and  unknown  authorship,  for  in  that  case 
we  must  regard  the  Gospel  as  almost  wholly  an  ideal  repre- 
sentation. The  stories  are  not  like  the  last  gleanings  of  oral 
tradition,  which  still  remained  after  the  synoptic  group  was 
completed ;  for  they  are  too  definite  in  time,  place,  and  circam- 
stances,  and  above  all  in  their  intrinsic  meaning  and  purpose, 
to  be  regarded  as  legends  which  the  writer  carelessly  accepted 
as  veritable  history.    We  are  therefore  driven  to  the  sup- 

*  xvi.  12, 13. 
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position  that  the  author  deliberately  departed  from  the  current 
tradition,  and,  with  full  consciousness  of  what  he  was  about^ 
produced  his  spiritual  QospeL  Nevertheless  we  must  suppose 
that  he  wrote  in  all  good  faith,  for  the  notion  of  imposture 
in  connection  with  such  a  work  cannot  be  entertained.  I 
cannot  think  that  a  man  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century 
is  more  likely  to  fulfil  these  conditions  than  an  apostle.  All 
depends  on  the  idiosyncrasy  of  the  man ;  and  it  is  mere  self -^ 
deception  to  conjure  up  an  unknown  figure,  and  fancy  that 
we  escape  frcon  all  difficulties  by  attributing  to  this  whatever 
we  please.  It  may  be  said  indeed  that  one  with  a  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts  would  be  less  likely  to  introduce  ideal 
narratives  than  one  who  knew  them  only  by  tradition.  Bui 
this  is  by  no  means  certain.  The  very  form  of  the  tradition 
must  have  been  sacred  to  communities  which  based  their  life 
upon  it;  and  most  men  would  hesitate  long  before  departing^ 
from  it,  and,  even  if  they  wished  to  idealize,  would  bring  their 
fresh  narratives  clearly  within  the  accepted  framework.  On 
the  hypothesis,  then,  of  late  authorship,  the  ideal  character  of 
the  Oospel  still  presents  a  problem  which  requires  substantially 
the  same  solution  as  is  demanded  if  we  accept  its  apostolio 
origin. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  unable  to  regard  even  a  large^ 
admission  of  unhistorical  elements  as  fatal  to  the  traditional 
view.  I  do  not  pretend  to  have  reached  a  solution  which 
disposes  of  all  difficulties ;  but  it  is  one  to  which  the  evidence^ 
when  fairly  interpreted,  seems  to  conduct,  and  which,  so  far 
as  I  can  judge,  is  encumbered  by  fewer  difficulties  than  other- 
hypothe 
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IGNORANCE  OF  PALESTINE  AND  JEWISH  USAGES 

The  argament  indicated  by  the  above  title  must  be  noticed, 
although  it  has  been  abandoned  by  Schiirer,  and  was  long 
ago  declared  even  by  Keim  to  be  without  validity.^  By  others 
it  has  been  thought  that  the  writer's  ignorance  of  Palestine 
and  of  Jewish  usages  is  such  as  to  prove  that  he  was  no 
native  of  the  country.  Dr  Martineau  relies  upon  this 
argument  * ;  but  he  presents  a  very  diminutive  list  of  supposed 
errors,  and  we  must  therefore  conclude  that  he  has  selected 
those  on  which  alone  he  thinks  reliance  can  be  placed. 
Accordingly  it  will  be  sufficient  if  we  attempt  to  estimate  ihe 
strength  of  these. 

First,  he  says,  ''no  companion  of  Jesus  could  have  placed 
the  scene  of  the  Baptist's  testimony  to  Jesus  in  'Bethany 
beyond  Jordan' — a  place  unknown  to  geography."  For 
"  geography "  here  we  ought  to  substitute  Origen,  for  it  was 
he  that  made  inquiries  about  the  localities  frequented  by  Jesus 
and  his  disciples,  and  assures  us  that  there  is  no  place  of  the 
name  of  Bethany  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Jordan ;  and  he 
therefore  decides,  against  the  authority  of  almost  all  the 
manuscripts,  and  of  Heracleon,  in  favour  of  a  reading 
Bethabara.'  This  solution  of  the  difficulty  has  not  been 
accepted  by  later  critics,  and  we  must  allow  the  reading 

1  Oetch.  JetUf  i  p.  133.  *  Seat  of  AiUhorUyy  p.  212. 

>  OofiL  in  Joan,^  Tom.  vi.  24,  p.  237  «g.,  Lorn. 
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"  Bethany  "  to  stancL  Let  us  suppcMse,  in  the  first  place,  that 
there  is  really  an  error ;  would  this  be  fatal  to  the  Johannine 
authorship  ?  Is  it  impossible  for  a  man  to  make  a  mistake 
about  his  own  country  ?  Is  it  impossible  for  his  memory  to 
slip  in  recalling  the  name  of  a  village  or  a  district  which  he 
visited  sixty  years  ago  ?  I  do  not  say  that  it  is  likely ;  but  I 
think  it  is  far  less  unlikely  than  that  a  writer  who  had  got 
up  his  geography  with  the  minute  care  displayed  by  the 
author  of  the  Qospel,  if  he  was  a  distant  Greek,  would  have 
gratuitously  burdened  himself  with  the  name  of  a  place  of 
which  he  had  never  heard.  But  in  truth  there  is  no  need  to 
suppose  an  error.  All  we  know  is  that  two  hundred  years 
after  the  event  Origen  was  unable  to  find  Bethany.  Some 
have  thought  that  the  name  may  have  been  changed  into 
Bethabara,  both  words  having  substantially  the  same  meaning, 
the  former  ''the  house  of  a  ship,"  the  latter  "the  house  of 
passage,"  indicating  a  ferry.  Lieutenant  Conder  thought  it 
referred  to  the  well-known  district  of  Batanea  or  Bashan,  the 
name  of  which  is  still  preserved  in  Ard  el-Bethaniyeh  ^ ;  and 
if  this  conjecture  be  correct,  Origen  no  doubt  made  his  inquiries 
on  a  wrong  basis.  Another  conjecture  is  that  it  is  a  corruption 
of  Bethnimrah,  mentioned  in  Joshua  xiii.  27,  where  there  was 
an  abundant  supply  of  water.*  Furrer,  again,  discovers  it  in 
a  ruined  place  named  Bet&ne,  and  in  Betdae  recognises  the 
Arabic  form  of  Betonim,  which  is  referred  to  in  Joshua  xiii. 
26.  The  irregular  change  of  t  into  ih  may  have  been 
suggested  by  the  resemblance  to  the  familiar  Bethany  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem.  From  this  place  to  Cajia  of 
Galilee  is  a  journey  of  twenty  hours.'    Again,  it  is  quite 

1  QuMTterhf  StatemnU  of  the  PdUsUne  Ih^loraUon  Fund^  October  1877, 
p.  184  iqq, 

«  Encydo.  BiU. 

3  ''Das  QeographiBche  im  Evan,  nach  Johannes,"  by  K.  Furrer,  in  the 
Zeitaehr,  /.  neut.  Wist.,  1902,  p.  257  «g. 
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conceivable  that  in  the  course  of  two  centuries,  in  which 
Palestine  was  brought  to  utter  political  ruin,  the  little  village 
may  have  simply  disappeared  and  been  forgotten,  or  its 
name  may  have  been  changed  into  another  bearing  no 
resemblance  to  the  original  either  in  sound  or  sense.  Six  or 
seven  miles  from  Dublin  there  was  once  a  little  town  named 
Dunleary,  but  it  has  long  been  known  only  as  Kingstown,  a 
name  which  it  received  in  1821.  The  Bev.  J.  S.  Porter  tells 
us  that  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Belfast,  **  if  Lisnoffo/rvey 
happened  to  be  mentioned,  perhaps  not  one  person  in  five 
hundred  would  know  whereabouts  it  was  situated ;  yet  it  is 
the  only  name  by  which,  until  the  beginning  of  the  last 
century,  the  large  and  flourishing  town  of  Lisbum,  within  less 
than  eight  miles  of  Belfast,  was  known."  ^  Another  instance 
is  furnished  by  the  town  of  Portarlington,  which  was  formerly 
Cootletoodra.'  Changes  of  name  are  not  without  example 
in  Palestine.  Bethsaida  became  Julias;  Panium,  Csasarea 
Phillipi ;  Accho,  Ptolemais.  In  the  last  two  instances,  how- 
ever, the  original  name  survived,  with  slight  modifications, 
proving  how  tenacious  is  an  old  and  popular  designation,  so 
that  it  seems  more  likely  that  an  obscure  village  disappeared 
than  that  it  acquired  a  new  name  in  the  mouths  of  the 
common  people.  But  how  many  places  have  disappeared  in 
Palestine,  and  with  what  difficulty  are  once  familiar  sites  being 
identified  by  men  who  are  far  more  skilled  in  exploration  than 
Origen  can  have  been  ?  If  eighteen  centuries  have  destroyed  so 
much,  may  not  a  ninth  part  of  that  time,  not  the  least  disastrous 
in  the  history  of  the  country,  have  effitced  one  or  two  of  Uie 
scenes  clearly  remembered  by  a  disciple  of  Jesus  ?  With  theee 
various  possibilities  before  us  I  am  unable  to  attach  even  an 
infinitesimal  weight  to  this  alleged  ignorance  of  geography. 

1  Ths  Fourth  Qotpd  w  the  Chtpel  acoording  to  St.  J6h$^  1876,  p.  23. 
*  Smilee,  Hugumote,  p.  383. 
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The  objection  derived  from  the  mention  of  Sychar  ^  is  not 
now  pressed.  Socher  or  Sichra  is  referred  to  in  the  Tahnnd, 
and  is  now  generally  identified  with  the  village  of  'Askar,  half 
a  mile  from  Jacob's  well.^ 

I  may  refer  here  to  a  supposed  geographical  error  which 
has  been  pressed  upon  my  attention.  In  vi.  i  the  writer  says, 
"  after  these  things  Jesus  went  away  over  the  sea  of  Galilee." 
As  the  events  in  the  previous  chapter  took  place  in  Jerusalem, 
the  author,  it  is  inferred,  must  have  imagined  that  the  Galilean 
lake  was  close  to  the  capital.  This  is  a  very  improbable  piece 
of  ignorance  even  for  a  distant  Greek  writer;  and  if  we 
believe  that  the  writer  was  not  ignorant,  the  brevity  of  the 
expression  seems  most  natural  in  the  case  of  a  native  who  had 
lived  upon  the  shores  of  the  lake,  and  for  whom  the  eastern 
side  had  always  lain  across  the  water.  That  the  author  was 
not  ignorant  we  may  infer  not  only  from  his  general  know- 
ledge of  Palestine,  but  from  the  fact  that  he  places  Samaria 
between  Judsaa  and  Galilee,^  that  he  is  acquainted  with  the 
"  mountain  "  beside  the  lake,  and  is  aware  that  the  lake  had  to 
be  re-crossed  to  reach  Capernaum.  We  may  also  fairly  plead 
that  Jerusalem  is  not  mentioned  in  the  verse,  and  that  /jLcra 
Tavra  does  not  necessarily  mean  "the  moment  these  things 
were  over."  A  return  to  Galilee  may  have  been  assumed  by 
the  writer  as  a  matter  of  course.  I  am  therefore  unable  to 
take  this  objection  very  seriously.* 

Perhaps  I  ought  to  refer  to  a  difficulty  connected  with  the 


*  iv.  5. 

^  See  EdeiBheim,  Life  and  Times  of  Jesua  the  Memahy  Appendix  xv., 
voL  ii.  p.  764.  See  also  an  article  by  Professor  Qeoige  Adam  Smith  in 
the  ETpomiar  for  1892,  vol.  vi.  pp.  464-472.  He  accepts  the  identification 
with  'Askar,  and  considers  the  arguments  for  and  against  it. 

'  iv.  3»  4. 

*  If  we  may  suppose  that  chapters  y.  and  yi  haye  been  transposed,  the 
difficulty,  such  as  it  is,  disappears. 

28 
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mention  of  "  Bethsaida  of  Galilee."  ^  The  only  Bethsaida  that 
is  known  was  not  in  Galilee,  bat  jnst  across  the  border;  and 
it  is  sometimes  supposed  that  there  must  have  been  also  a 
Galilean  town  of  the  same  name,  or  that  the  writer  is 
inaocorate,  and  betrays  his  late  date.  The  true  explanation 
probably  is  that,  at  least  by  the  time  of  the  Jewish  war,  the 
name  '*  Galilee  "  was  used  rather  loosely.  Thns  Josephns  calls 
Judas  who  raised  the  revolt  against  the  Census  ''  a  Gaulonite/' 
and  a  few  sections  further  on  "  the  Galilean."  * 

The  next  instance  of  alleged  ignorance  is  that  Utte  writer 
has  **  invested  Annas  as  well  as  Caiaphas  with  the  prerogatives 
of  high  priest,"  a  statement  which  is  explained  in  a  note 
by  a  reference  to  John  xviiL  19,  22,  24,  "  Annas  therefore  sent 
him  (not '  had  sent  him ')  bound  to  Caiaphas  the  high  priest" 
If  all  the  difficulties  were  removed  from  this  passage  by 
assuming  that  "  the  high  priest "  in  verses  19  and  22  referred 
to  Annas,  we  should  have  to  consider  whether  such  a  use  of 
language  was  possible  to  a  native  of  Galilee.  Annas  had 
been  high  priest,  and  five  of  his  sons  rose  to  the  same  dignity.' 
Caiaphas,  who  filled  the  office  from  25  to  36  AJX,^  is  said  by 
the  evangelist  to  have  been  the  son-in-law  of  Annas,  and  I  am 
not  aware  that  there  is  any  reason  for  doubting  the  assertion. 
At  all  events  we  may  judge  from  Luke  iii.  2  and  Acts  iv.  6 
that  the  two  men  were  closely  united,  and  that  Annas  retained 
such  ascendancy  that  a  non-Palestinian  writer  could  give  him 
precedence  over  Caiaphas,  and  even  describe  him  as  the  high 
priest  It  may  be,  then,  that  his  was  really  the  governing 
mind,  and  that  in  popular  use  he  retained  his  title.  If » 
therefore,  the  evangelist  really  applied  the  term  high  priest 
to  Annas,  it  would  not  necessarily  prove  that  he  was  a 

*  xii.  21. 

"  AfU,,  xvuL  i.  I,  6.    See  also  xz.  v.  2  ;  B.  /.,  n.  viii.  i. 

»  Joeephufl,  Ant,,  xx.  ix.  i.  *  Joeephiu»  AtU.,  xvm.  IL  2,  iv.  3- 
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foreigner;  and  I  see  nothing  incredible  in  the  supposition 
that  Annas  took  a  prominent  part  in  bringing  about  the  arrest 
of  Jesus,  and  that  he  was  the  first  to  see  and  examine  him 
privately,  while  the  superintendence  of  the  proceedings  before 
the  Sanhedrim  properly  devolved  on  CSaiaphas.  I  cannot, 
however,  persuade  myself  that  anyone  but  Caiaphas  is  meant 
by  "  the  high  priest."  The  writer,  in  common  with  the  other 
evangelists,  uses  apxiep^9  to  denote  the  leading  priests  ^ ;  but 
there  is  no  appearance  of  his  applying  the  word  in  the 
singular  to  more  than  one  man.  In  xi.  49  and  5 1  he  says 
that  Caiaphas  was  high  priest  that  year.  The  word  here, 
being  a  predicate,  has  not  the  article,  and  Caiaphas  is  intro- 
duced as  "  one  of  them,"  that  is,  one  of  the  apxepei^ ;  but  still 
it  is  dear  that  he  is  singled  out  as  holding  a  pre-eminent 
office,  which  enabled  him,  though  without  understanding 
what  he  said,  to  utter  words  of  prophecy.  We  hear  next  of 
''the  servant  of  the  high  priest,"'  and,  as  there  is  nothmg  to 
indicate  what  high  priest  is  meant,  it  is  obvious  that  the  well- 
known  head  of  the  Jewish  priesthood  must  be  intended. 
Three  verses  further  on  we  are  again  told  that  Caiaphaa  was 
high  priest  that  year;  and  accordingly,  in  the  following 
verses,  15,  16,  19,  22,  "the  high  priest"  can  only  mean 
Caiaphas,  and  especially  as  we  are  once  more  reminded  in 
24  that  he  was  "the  high  priest."  "The  high  priest,"  two 
verses  further  on,  must  surely  be  the  same;  and  this  con- 
firms the  previous  conclusion  that  "the  palace  of  the  high 
priest  "•  visited  by  Peter  and  the  other  disciple  belonged  to 
Caiaphas,  and  not  to  Annaa     All  this  would  be  beyond 

^  yii.  32,  45,  xi.  47,  etc.  According  to  Schiirer,  the  term  applied  only 
to  '*  those  who  actually  held,  or  had  held,  the  high-priestly  office,  together 
with  the  members  of  the  few  prominent  fiEunilies  from  which  the  high 
priests  still  continued  to  be  selected.''  Thayer,  in  Qrimm's  Lexicon  of  dh$ 
New  Teiiameni. 

*  xviii.  10.  '  xviii.  15. 
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question  if  it  were  not  for  verse  24,  which  introduces  such 
confusion  into  the  whole  narrative  as  to  suggest  heroic 
remedies,  the  removal  of  the  verse  as  a  gloss,^  its  transposition 
and  insertion  between  13  and  14,^  or  giving  a  pluperfect 
meaning  to  the  aorist.'  We  need  not  at  present  discuss 
these  suggestions;  for  I  cannot  admit  that  the  unexpected 
statement  in  this  verse  is  to  upset  the  plain  interpretation  of 
what  has  gone  before  and  what  follows.  The  difficulty  is 
not  connected  with  any  presumed  authorship,  but  is  inherent 
in  the  structure  of  the  narrative  itself,  and  would  be  pre- 
cisely the  same  if  the  work  had  been  composed  in  the  tenth 
century  instead  of  the  first.  For  these  reasons,  then,  I  think 
this  objection  too  must  be  dismissed. 

^  Recently  by  Bousset,  who  would  also  remove  iarh  rod  KaU^  from 
verse  28  (Theol  lAUraturz.,  1903,  No.  6,  col.  165). 

^  This  is  actnally  effected  in  the  Sinaitic  Syiiac.  Veiaee  16-18, 
containing  the  first  part  of  the  account  of  Peter's  denial,  are  also 
transposed,  and  inserted  between  23  and  25.  The  whole  narrative  thus 
gains  in  coherence,  and  the  difficulty  about  the  high  priest  vanishes. 
Syi^,  in  verse  13,  omits  Hw  ykp  wtrB^phs  rw  KaSd4>a,  and  the  margin 
inserts,  in  place  of  these  words,  et  Anruu  mini  letum  ad  Cknapkam. 
Syri*^,  after  ^iccfirov,  inserts  nvuU  eum  igUwr  Anruu  vinetum  ad  Cbu^p^m. 
Similarly  Cyr*'i«».  Codex  225  inserts  the  words  after  vpArw.  (See  Tisch., 
in  loco,) 

^  For  this  we  may  compare  Matthew  xxvi.  48  (which  has  the  aorist 
apparently  in  a  pluperfect  sense)  with  Mark  ziv.  44,  where  the  pluperfect 
is  used.  A  similar  remark  applies  to  Matthew  xxvii.  18  compared  with 
Mark  xv.  la  In  John  iv.  45  4\9or  has  a  pluperfect  sense.  There  is  a 
pretty  close  parallel  in  the  use  of  the  aorist  in  Iliad,  L  12,  t  yitp  4\0c  Bo^s 
M  yijas  'Axaifiy,  where  the  time  of  4\9c  is  earlier  than  that  of  the  preceding 
statement,  povaotf  ^&  ffrparl»  ipct  kok^p.  We  may  also  see  Plato's 
Symponvmy  203  B,  ^ctH  *^  rtf^irny^ror  ....  ^/xcro  ii  w€pla,  compared 
with  217  n,  4wti^  ii^iftw^Kti,  iuKty6fifi¥.  We  should  observe  that  the 
reading  in  John  is  doubtful.  Tischendorf  and  W.  H.  read  Av^ffrciAcy  «& ; 
but  several  authorities  read  U^  and  several  more  omit  the  connecting 
particle  altogether.  I  think  we  can  easily  explain  the  insertion  of  a  word 
by  copyists  ;  but  if  we  omit  it,  the  verse  becomes  simply  a  note,  and  its 
time  need  not  be  in  any  way  determined  by  what  precedes*  The  allusion 
to  this  indignity  might  be  suggested  by  the  statement  just  made,  that  one 
of  the  servants  had  struck  Jesus. 
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The  next  objection  is  that  an  apostle  would  not  "have 
represented  that  office  [the  office  of  high  priest]  as  annual." 
This  statement  is  supported,  without  discussion,  by  referring 
to  xi.  49,  51,  xviii.  13,  where  it  is  said  that  Caiaphas  was 
apxiepeif^  tov  eviavrov  cKetpov.  Dr  Martineau  adds  in  a  note, 
"H.  Holtzmann  attributes  this  mistake  to  the  author's 
familiarity  with  the  practice  in  Asia  Minor  of  annually 
changing  the  high-priest  of  the  new  temple  dedicated  to  the 
worship  of  the  Emperor,  the  year  being  called  by  his  name. 
Lehrb.  d,  Einleitvmg  vti  die  N.  T.  469  (2te  Aufl.)."  Dr 
Martineau  here  assumes  that  the  'prvma,  f(uyie  interpretation  of 
the  evangelist's  words  is  necessarily  the  true  one,  and  gives  no 
hint  that  another  view  is  possible.  Nevertheless  many  able 
commentators  think  that  the  words  do  not  refer  to  a 
supposed  annual  tenure  of  office,  but  to  the  fact  that  '*  that 
year  "  stood  out  in  John's  memory  as  the  one  decisive  year  in 
his  own  and  the  world's  history.^  It  is  pointed  out  that  even 
a  Gentile  who  had  made  himself  so  well  acquainted  as  the 
evangelist  proves  himself  to  have  been  with  Jewish  affisiirs 
could  not  have  fallen  into  such  a  mistake  as  is  alleged.^  I 
may  add  that  the  threefold  repetition  of  the  words,  which  is 
quite  unnecessary,  seems  to  give  them  a  certain  solemnity,  as 
though  they  indicated  something  of  higher  importance  than 
an  annual  change  of  office.  Alford  objects  that  they  cannot 
mean  " '  i/a  thai  rema/rkahle  yea/r'  as  we  have  no  instance  of 
time  being  so  specified,"  and  he  would  therefore  refer  them 
to  "  some  official  distinction  from  Annas  (the  High  Priest  de 

»  See  Lucke,  De  Wette,  Meyer,  Westcott. 

2  The  author  of  the  Paschal  Chronicle,  however,  has  not  escaped  this 
error.  He  assures  us,  htveb^ios  U  b  r^s  Udo-rov  iipxi*p»ff^f  if^  XP^'^^h  *^d 
founds  on  this  supposed  fact  a  futile  argument  as  to  the  duration  of  Christ's 
ministry  (i.  p.  417  $q.).  The  cases,  considering  the  centuries  of  changing 
circumstances  that  elapsed  between  the  two  writers,  can  hardly  be  considered 
parallel 
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jwre),  the  exact  natme  of  which  is  lort  to  us."  This  mrasual 
employment  of  iviaxrrog,  however,  might  be  explained  as  an 
aUnsion  to  the  mavror  Et//Mov  Sacriv  of  Isaiah  Ixi  2,  which,  in 
Lake  iv.  19,  is  applied  to  the  year  of  salvatian,  and  whidi 
afterwards  became  an  accepted  description  of  the  period  of 
Christ's  ministry.  This  suggestion  receives  some  confirma- 
tion from  the  fact  that  it  is  only  in  this  phrase  that  J<dm 
uses  iviovTOf,  and  elsewhere  prefers  irn^  As  evidence  that 
this  view  is  not  a  mere  apologetic  evasion,  invented  as  a 
reply  to  modem  criticism,  I  may  mention  that  Origen  takes 
no  notice  of  the  difficulty  about  the  tenure  of  the  high  priest's 
office,  and  therefore  presumably  did  not  interpret  the  words 
in  the  way  which  modem  criticism  demands;  but  he  does 
explain  "  that  year  "  as  the  one  '*  when  our  Saviour  completed 
the  economy  in  suffering  for  men."'  He  points  out  that 
circumstance  was  sometimes  the  cause  of  prophecy,  and  so  it 
was  with  Caiaphas;  his  temporary  gift  was  due  to  ''his 
being  high  priest  that  year  in  which  Jesus  was  going  to  die 
for  the  people,  that  the  whole  nation  perish  not ;  for  of  other 
high  priests  •  •  .  none  prophesies,  but  only  the  high  priest 
of  the  year  in  which  Jesus  was  going  to  suffer/'^  If  the 
language  of  the  Gospel  had  been  equally  full,  and  the  words 
had  been,  ''  Caiaphas  was  high  priest  in  the  year  in  which 
Jesus  was  crucified,"  no  difficulty  would  have  been  felt.  The 
unusual  form  of  expression,  if  we  are  to  give  it  that  inter- 
pretation, may  be  explained  by  the  keenness  with  which  that 
particular  year  was  impressed  on  the  disciple's  memory ;  and 
we  may  add  to  our  reference  to  "  the  acceptable  year  of  the 
Lord "  the  fact  that  the  yea/r  was  marked  by  the  recurring 
Passover,  and  that  the  high  priest,  although  he  did  not  hold 

>  ii.  20,  ▼.  5,  viii.  57.  «  Ckm.  ti»  Joa/n.^  Tom.  xxviiL  12,  p.  337. 

»  J&.,  15,  p.  357  •gr.    Similarly  Origen  speaks  of  "that  year"  in  Horn,  in 
LwU.,  ix.  5,  p.  351. 
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an  annnal  office,  neverthelefis  discharged  annnal  functions. 
Although,  therefore,  the  interpretation  which  Dr  Martineau 
pnts  upon  the  phrase  is  the  one  which  most  readily  suggests 
itself,  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  it  is  correct,  and,  while 
admitting  that  it  creates  some  difficulty,  I  do  not  think  it  can 
counterbalance  the  mass  of  evidence  which  has  been  produced 
of  the  writer's  familiarity  with  Jewish  affairs,  or  prove  that 
his  knowledge  was  that  of  a  Greek  antiquarian,  and  not  of  a 
native  Jew. 

Again,  it  ia  said  that  a  -companion  of  Jesus  would  not 
"have  so  forgotten  Elijah  and  Nahum  as  to  make  the 
Pharisees  assert  that '  out  of  Galilee  ariseth  no  prophet,' "  the 
references  in  a  note  being  John  vii  52,  i  Kings  xvii  i,  Nahum 
L  I.  It  is  admitted  that  there  is  some  error  in  the  statement 
here  ascribed  to  the  Pharisees;  but  commentators  seem 
strangely  divided  as  to  the  precise  nature  and  extent  of  the 
error.  Elijah,  we  are  told  in  the  verse  appealed  to,  belonged 
to  Gilead,  not  to  Galilee.  Nahum  was  from  Elkosh,  which,  . 
according  to  Hieronymus,  was  in  Galilee,  but  is  placed  by 
others  in  Assyria.^  Dr  Martineau's  two  instances,  therefore, 
are  at  least  doubtful ;  but  Jonah,  whom  he  does  not  mention, 
was  confessedly  from  Galilee,^  for  we  are  told  in  2  Kings  xiv. 
25  that  he  was  of  Gath-hepher.  The  derivation  of  the 
prophets  from  Galilee  would  appear,  then,  not  to  be  a  very 
obvious  fact,  or  one  which  might  not  be  overlooked  even  by  a 
careful  reader  of  the  Scriptures.  It  is  conceivable,  as  has 
been  suggested,  on  the  assumption  that  we  have  here  an 
accurate  report,  that  the  Pharisees  were  hurried  by  polemic 

1  See  Liicke  and  Meyer. 

*  This  has  not  escaped  the  notice  of  Bretschneider  (JV06.,  p.  99).  He 
suggests  that  the  difficulty  has  indnced  transcribers  to  change  iyiytprai 
into  iy^tp^rau  The  change  certainly  lessens,  if  indeed  it  does  not  entirely 
remove,  the  force  of  the  ohjection ;  but  the  weight  of  the  authorities  for 
the  latter  reading  is  too  great  to  be  resisted. 
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zeal  into  a  rash  statement  which  could  not  stand  the  severe 
scrutiny  of  Bretschneider.  But  as  critics  ascribe  the  error, 
not  to  the  Pharisees,  but  to  the  evangelist,  we  have  to 
consider  whether  it  is  one  which  an  apostle  was  likely  to 
make.  For  my  part,  I  can  see  no  improbability  in  ihe 
supposition  that  he  made  a  slip  of  so  venial  a  kind.  We  are 
told  in  Acts  iv.  13  that  Peter  and  John  were  unlearned  and 
ignorant  men  ^ ;  and  it  is  surely  possible  that  such  men  might 
have  overlooked  a  fact  which  is  by  no  means  apparent  on  the 
surface  of  the  Scriptures.  How  many  unlearned  and  ignorant 
Elnglishmen  could  tell  whether  a  great  statesman  had  ever 
arisen  out  of  Northumberland  ?  A  Galilean,  accustomed  to 
the  scorn  with  which  the  men  of  the  North  were  treated  by 
the  Rabbis  of  the  metropolis,  might  very  well  put  sach  a 
sentiment  into  their  mouths.  A  Greek,  on  the  other  hand, 
would  hardly  have  thought  of  such  an  objection,  and,  if  he 
had  thought  of  it,  would  have  taken  pains  to  ascertain 
whether  there  was  anything  in  it.  I  am  therefore  inclined 
to  think  that  the  error,  such  as  it  is,  was  more  likely  to  be 
committed  by  a  native  than  by  a  foreigner. 

^  iypdftturoi  col  tSifirw. 
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THE  OBJECTION   FROM  THE  AUTHORSHIP  OF  THE  APOCALYPSE 

In  former  days  a  considerable  chapter  in  this  controversy  was 
occnpied  with  an  examination  of  the  question  whether  the 
Qospel  and  the  Apocalypse  could  possibly  be  from  the  same 
hand.  It  was  maintained  on  one  side  that  these  two  works 
were  so  contrasted  in  style  and  in  thought  as  to  betray 
diversity  of  authorship ;  and  this  was  put  forward  with  such 
confidence  as  an  unimpeachable  critical  canon  that  any  one 
who  hesitated  to  accept  it  was  supposed  to  be  sunk  in  a  mere 
slough  of  orthodox  prejudice.  So  far  as  we  know,  this 
argument  was  first  used  by  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  who, 
assuming  the  apostolic  authorship  of  the  Qospel  to  be  beyond 
dispute,  denied  in  consequence  that  of  the  Apocalypse.  In 
modem  times  the  order  of  his  inference  has  been  reversed. 
It  has  been  maintained  that  the  Apocalypse  is  indubitably 
authentic,  being  one  of  the  best  attested  books  in  the  New 
Testament,  and  being  sufficiently  narrow  and  Judaic  to  be 
worthy  of  one  of  the  most  intimate  of  Christ's  disciples.  On 
the  other  hand  many  who  were  just  as  competent  and  truth- 
loving  as  their  opponents  found  this  reasoning  unsatisfactory. 
Some  accepted  the  Johannine  authorship  of  both  works,  and 
though  not  blipd  to  differences  between  them,  thought  that 
these  had  been  exaggerated,  and  were  not  more  than  might  be 
accounted  for  by  diversity  of  subject  and  distance  in  the 


44« 
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times  of  compositdon,  while  many  resemblances  lent  confir- 
mation to  the  traditional  view.^  Others  denied  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  Apocalypse,  and  tried  to  show  that  the  external 
evidence  in  its  tavonr  was  by  no  means  so  strong  as  that  by 
which  the  authorship  of  the  Qospel  was  goaranteed.  These 
various  opinions  open  a  large  field  of  inquiry ;  but  we  need 
not  enter  on  it  just  now,  for  "  critics  **  seem  to  have  abandoned 
this  line  of  argument,  and  to  have  made  up  their  minds  that 
the  Apostle  had  nothing  to  do  with  either  one  book  or  the 
other.  What  seems  to  me  the  most  important  question  at 
present  turns  on  the  value  of  external  evidence.  Though  I 
do  not  think  that  the  Apocalypse  is  so  strongly  attested  as 
the  Gospel,  nevertheless  I  think  the  testimonies  are  veiy 
strong,  and  would  be  admitted  to  be  so  in  any  ordinary  dis- 
cussion in  the  domain  of  general  literature.  If,  then,  it  could 
be  proved  that  the  Apostie  had  no  connection  with  the 
Apocalypse,  although  the  famous  argument  against  the 
genuineness  of  the  Gospel  would  be  thereby  destroyed,  yet 
at  the  same  time  the  value  of  the  external  evidence  would  be 
impaired.  We  here  meet  with  a  problem  which  can  be  solved 
only  by  a  complete  introduction  to  the  Apocalypse;  and  that 
involves  a  task  on  which  we  cannot  now  enter.*  I  will  only 
say  for  myself  that,  while  I  have  experienced  a  difficulty,  on 
internal  grounds,  in  ascribing  the  Apocalypse  to  the  Apostle, 

^  See  a  good  aummaiy  of  this  poeition  in  Dr  Salmon's  Initnduetum. 

*  There  is  an  admiiable  account  of  differont  theories  regarding  the  oiigin 
and  composition  of  the  Apocalypse,  and  a  clear  statement  and  estimate  of 
results,  by  Professor  Qeorge  A.  Barton,  in  an  article  on  ''The  Apocalypse 
and  Beeent  CriticiBm,"  in  the  Ammcan  Journal  qf  Thsologyf  October  1898. 
The  weight  of  the  external  evidence  in  favour  of  the  Apocalypse  is  hardly 
affected  by  the  statement  of  Jerome,  in  a  recently  recovered  homily,  that 
Polycarp  received  the  work  ;  for  he  does  not  tell  us  his  authority  for  this 
statement,  and  he  places  Polycarp  between  Irenieus,  who  accepted,  and 
Dionysius,  who  rejected,  the  Johannine  authorship  of  Revelation,  while 
both  alike  accepted  its  canonicity.  See  Aneedota  MairedKiana,  vol.  iii. 
Pars,  ii.,  ed.  Germanus  Morin,  1897  ;  TracUUw  de  PaahnOy  L  pp.  5  $q. 
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I  have  never  been  convinced  that  two  extremely  dissimilar 
works  might  not  proceed  from  the  same  author,  and  I  have 
felt  that  in  the  midst  of  such  wide  differences  there  are 
curious  reminders  of  the  language  and  thought  of  the 
evangelist;  and  perhaps  the  somewhat  conflicting  evidence 
might  be  explained  by  the  supposition  that  the  author, 
while  describing  his  own  visions,  used  and  worked  up  for 
Christian  purposes  some  earlier  apocalyptic  writing  or 
writinga  The  question  of  the  Apocalypse  is  far  from 
settled;  and  while  it  is  still  mxh  jvdice  we  must  judge 
of  the  Qospel  upon  its  own  merit&  If  we  test  the  external 
evidence  with  all  caution,  and  think  that  it  possesses  a 
reasonable  strength,  and  if  we  then  find  it  confirmed  by 
the  internal  evidence,  and  not  seriously  shaken  by  counter- 
criticism,  we  must  accept  it  as  genuine,  at  least  till  some 
new  evidence,  whether  arising  from  the  Apocalypse  or  from 
any  other  source,  demands  a  reversal  of  our  judgment. 
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CHAPTER  Vm 

THE  PASCHAL  GONTROVEBST  ^ 

We  come  now  to  an  argument  which  was  at  one  time 
advanced  as  a  conclusive  demonstration  that  the  Fourth 
Qospel  could  not  have  proceeded  from  the  Apostle  John, 
which  is  now  abandoned  as  delusive  even  by  some  of  those 
who  reject  the  Johannine  authorship,  but  which  Dr  Mardnean 
has  pressed  with  undoubting  confidence  in  his  final  work, 
The  Seat  of  AvJOwrity  in  Religion.  His  judgment  gives  a 
new  vitality  and  interest  to  the  question,  which  more  than 
justifies  a  full  examination  of  the  evidence.  The  attractive- 
ness of  the  subject,  moreover,  is  by  no  means  confined  to  its 
bearing  on  the  Gospel,  but  extends  to  the  history  of  ui 
ancient  controversy  and  the  growth  of  discipline  in  the 
Church,  so  that  the  historian  and  antiquarian  as  well  as  the 
critic  may  find  something  congenial  in  its  treatment. 

The  argument  as  it  aiFects  the  Gkispel  may  be  stated  as 
follows :  The  Synoptic  Gospels  contain  the  primitive  apostolic 
tradition,  and  they  concur  in  the  statement  that  Jesus  partook 
of  the  regular  Jewish  Passover  on  the  evening  of  the  four- 
teenth of  Nisan  (that  is  according  to  our  mode  of  reckoning 
days,  for  with  the  Jews  the  evening  was  the  beginning  of 
the  fifteenth),  and    consequently  represent   the    crucifiixion 

^  This  chapter  originally  appeared  in  the  American  Journal  of  7%eology9 
Julj  1897.    It  now  containB  some  dight  additionB. 
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as  taking  place  after  the  Passover  had  been  eaten.  The 
Fourth  Gospel,  on  the  other  hand,  places  the  Last  Supper  on 
the  evening  of  the  thirteenth,  and  the  crucifixion  on  the 
fourteenth,  before  the  Passover  was  eaten.^  It  might  be 
urged,  at  this  point,  that  as  the  last  Gospel  is  at  variance 
with  the  primitive  apostolic  tradition,  and  as  John  was  one 
of  the  two  disciples  who  were  sent  to  prepare  for  the 
Passover,^  the  claim  of  Johannine  authorship  becomes  quite 
inadmissible.  This,  however,  is  only  a  particular  instance 
of  the  larger  argument  founded  on  the  unhistorial  character 
of  the  work,  and  it  is  one  of  the  instances  in  which  the 
accuracy  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  may  be  most  plausibly  defended. 
The  present  contention  is  of  a  different  kind.  The  churches 
of  the  province  of  Asia,  and  some  of  the  adjoining  districts, 
celebrated  Easter  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  month  at  the 
time  when  the  Jews  kept  the  Passover,  and  in  defence  of 
this  custom  they  appealed  to  an  ancient  usage  which  had 
been  sanctioned  by  the  Apostle  John.  It  is  maintained  that 
this  celebration  must  have  been  an  annual  commemoration 
of  the  Lord's  Supper ;  that  therefore  John  must  have  placed 
the  Last  Supper  on  the  fourteenth,  and  cannot  be  the  author 
of  the  Gospel.  If  these  points  could  be  all  established,  the 
argument  would  certainly  seem  to  be  conclusive.  A  curious 
modification,  however,  which  makes  the  argument  much  less 
telling,  is  introduced  when  it  is  denied  that  John  was  ever  in 
Asia  Minor  at  all,  for  then  the  Asiatic  usage  is  severed  from 
all  connection  with  him,  and  he  may  have  written  the  Gospel 
which  opposed  that  usage.  The  only  thing  that  can  be  said 
in  this  case  is  that  the  Gospel,  being  in  conflict  with  the 
practice  of  the  Asiatic  churches,  cannot  have  been  received 
by  them  as  a  work  of  the  Apostle's.    This  last  position  has 

1  See  the  discuBBion  of  this  question  in  Book  I.,  Chapter  IV. 
>  Luke  zxii.  8. 
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mA,  outside  of  the  preeent  argmneDt,  a  pArtiele  of  evidenee; 
but  if  it  oonld  be  establiahed,  the  reply  might  fairly  be  made 
that  they  rejected  it  on  dogmatic  groundB,  aad  because  it  wae 
not  written  by  a  man  that  they  fooliehly  confounded  with 
the  Apostle,  and  that  therefore  their  scepticism  could  not  be 
set  against  the  belief  of  the  rest  of  Christendom.  To  maintain 
at  the  same  time  that  the  Asiatics  had  a  correct  tradition  and 
impression  of  John's  Judaic  tendencies,  and  that  all  other 
traditions  related  to  a  man  who  was  not  the  real  John,  is 
obviously  absurd.  We  may,  accordingly,  confine  oarsdves 
to  the  most  telling  and  consistent  form  of  the  argument ;  and 
as  the  whole  question  is  one  of  considerable  interest,  I  will 
go  a  little  more  into  detail  than  the  simple  purpose  of 
refutation  requires. 

Before  entering  on  an  account  of  the  early  controversy,  I 
may  venture  to  remark  that  the  very  confidence  with  whidi 
the  argument  is  pressed  excites  a  preliminary  suq^icion  that 
there  must  be  a  flaw  in  it,  because  it  would  legitimately  lead 
to  consequences  which  are  quite  contrary  to  the  fact  Mr 
Tayler,  for  instance,  says:  "The  Gospel  which  we  fimd  in 
general  circulation  under  the  name  of  John  before  the  doee 
of  the  second  century  contains  statements  respecting  the 
Last  Supper  of  Jesus  with  his  disciples  so  entirely  at  variance 
with  the  belief  on  which  the  Quartodecimans,  as  their  very 
name  implies,  founded  their  practice,  that,  had  they  recognized 
it  as  a  work  of  John,  it  is  impossible  they  could  have 
appealed  in  their  defence  to  his  sanction.  What  is  more 
remarkable  still,  those  who  were  opposed  to  Quartodedman 
usage,  and  wished  to  enforce  a  catholic  uniformity  through- 
out the  church,  never  once  thought  of  appealing  in  the  earlier 
stages  of  the  controversy  to  the  statement  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel  which  was  deddedly  in  their  favour.  A  word  from 
one  standing  in  so  close  a  relation  to  Jesus  as  the  beloved 
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Apostle  would  have  settled  the  question  for  ever.  Yet  not 
till  quite  the  end  of  the  second  century  do  we  find  the 
name  of  John  adduced  to  support  the  catholic  view."  ^  The 
reader  naturally  asks.  Then  why  did  not  the  appeal  to  the 
Fourth  Qospel  settie  the  question  for  ever  ?  The  objectionable 
practice  and  the  controversy  continued  for  more  than  a 
century  after  the  word  was  spoken  by  one  who  was  believed 
to  be  the  beloved  Apostie,  and  the  dispute  was  settled  at 
last  by  an  appeal,  not  to  John,  but  to  Constantine.  Yet  the 
Asiatics  were  never  charged  with  holding  false  views  in 
regard  to  the  Gospel,  but  their  entire  orthodoxy,  except  in 
a  point  of  discipline,  was  fuUy  and  frankly  admitted.  The 
argument,  therefore,  proves  a  great  deal  too  much,  and 
consequently  creates  a  suspicion  of  some  fundamental  flaw. 

We  will  now  proceed  to  a  brief  historical  sketch,  which  will 
be  a  useful  preparation  for  the  discussion  of  details. 

Eusebius'  relates  that  in  the  closing  years  of  the  second 
century  there  was  no  small  disputation  because  the  parishes 
of  aU  Asia  (that  is,  probably  of  the  province),  appealing  to  an 
ancient  tradition,  thought  that  they  ought  to  observe  the 
fourteenth  day  of  the  month  as  the  Feast  of  the  Passover  of 
Salvation,^  the  day  on  which  the  Jews  were  directed  to  kill 
the  lamb.  Accordingly  on  this  day,  on  whatever  day  of  the 
week  it  fell,  they  put  an  end  to  the  fast,  whereas  the  churches 
throughout  all  the  rest  of  the  world,  following  an  apostolic 
tradition,  thought  it  unbecoming  to  terminate  it  on  any  other 
than  the  day  of  our  Saviour's  resurrection.  Synods  of  bishops 
were  held,  letters  were  circulated,  and  there  was  a  con- 
currence of  opinion  that  the  mystery  of  the  Lord's  resurrection 


I  An  AtUmpt  to  Aicmiain  the  CKa/ratUir  oftheFimr^  Goapd,  1867,  P*  1 17* 
a  H.  K,  V.  23. 

s  Tov  ffmriiptov  wiffxth  Bo-called,  preenmablj,  to  distingiiiBh  the  GhriBtian 
from  the  Jewish  Paaeover. 
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from  the  dead  should  not  be  celebrated  on  any  other  tliBii 
the  Lord's  Day,  and  that  on  this  day  alone  should  the  fast  at 
the  Passover  be  terminated.    Several  of  these  writings  were 
extant  in  the  time  of  Eusebius,  and  we  should  observe  that 
among  the  bishops  to  whom  he  particularly  refers  are  those 
of  Pontus,  for  we  thus  learn  that  the  Quartodedman  view 
did  not  extend  over  the  whole  of  Asia  Minor.    The  bishops 
of  Asia,  however,  were  not  convinced ;  and  their  leader,  Poly- 
crates,  addressed  a  letter  to  Victor  of  Rome,  defending  their 
position.     A  portion  of  this  letter  has  been  preserved   by 
Eusebius.^     Polycrates  says:   "We  therefore  keep  the  day 
not  in  a  reckless  manner,^  neither  adding  nor  taking  away. 
For  in  Asia  also  great  lights  have  fallen  asleep."    He  proceeds 
to  specify  Philip,  one  of  the  twelve  apostles,  "  and  moreover, 
also,  John,  who  leaned  on  the  breast  of  the  Lord,  who  became 
a  priest,  having  worn  the  petalxm,  and  martyr  and  teacher : 
he  sleeps  in  Ephesus."    Among  more  recent  bishops,  then 
deceased,  he    names    Polycarp,  Thraseas,  Sagaris,  Papirius, 
Melito,  and  says  that  "these  all  kept  the  day  of  the  Passover 
on  the  fourteenth,  according  to  the  Gospel,  transgressing  in 
nothing,  but  following  according  to  the  rule  of  the  faith." 
He  himself  followed  the  tradition  of  his  relatives,  among 
whom   he  was  the  eighth  bishop.     He  had  been  sixty-five 
years  in  the  Lord,  had  met  with  brethren  from  aU  parts  of 
the  world,  had  gone  through  every  holy  scripture,  and  was 
not  alarmed,  for  those  who  were  greater  than  he  had  said, 
"We  must  obey  God  rather  than  meit"    He  could  mention 
the  bishops  whom  he  had  summoned  at  Victor's  request,  who 
were  very  numerous,  and  signified  their  approval  of    the 
epistle.      Victor's  reply  to  this  letter  was  an   attempt    to 
excommunicate    as    heterodox    the    parishes    of    all    Asia, 
together  with  the  neighbouring  churches.      So  extreme  a 
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measure^  however,  did  not  meet  with  universal  approval, 
and  remonstrances  were  addressed  to  the  bishop  of  Rome, 
urging  him  to  have  some  regard  for  peace,  and  for  unity  and 
love  towards  his  neighbours.  Among  others,  IrensBUs  wrote 
in  the  name  of  the  brethren  in  Gaul.  He  admitted  that  the 
mystery  of  the  Lord's  resurrection  ought  to  be  celebrated  only 
on  the  Lord's  Day,  but  he  admonished  Victor  not  to  cut  off 
whole  churches  of  God  for  observing  an  ancient  custom.  For, 
he  added,  the  dispute  was  not  only  about  the  day,  but  about 
the  very  form  of  the  fast,  some  fasting  one  day,  some  two  or 
more ;  and  these  varieties,  which  arose  at  an  earlier  time  from 
simplicity  and  ignorance,  did  not  disturb  their  mutual  peace, 
but  the  difference  of  the  fast  proved  the  harmony  of  the 
faith.  He  then  proceeded  to  relate  an  event  which  carries 
back  our  history  from  thirty  to  forty  years.  The  presbyters 
who  presided  over  the  church  of  Rome  before  Soter  (going 
back  as  far  as  Xystus,  1 15-125  A.D.,  according  to  Lipsius) 
did  not  themselves  observe  [?  the  day],  and  nevertheless  they 
remained  at  "peace  with  those  who  came  from  the  parishes  in 
which  it  was  observed,  although  the  contrast  was  made  more 
obvious  by  the  proximity.  Never  were  any  rejected,  and  the 
Roman  presbyters,  though  not  themselves  observing,  sent  the 
Eucharist  to  those  who  observed.^  And  when  the  blessed 
Polycarp  was  staying  at  Rome  in  the  time  of  Anicetus 
(?  155  A.D.),  the  latter  could  not  persuade  him  not  to  observe, 
as  he  had  always  observed  with  John,  the  disciple  of  our 
Lord,  and  with  the  rest  of  the  apostles  with  whom  he 
associated;  nor  was  Anicetus  persuaded  to  observe,  for  he 
said  that  he  ought  to  adhere  to  the  custom  of  the  presbyters 
before  him.  Nevertheless  these  two  men  had  communion 
with  one  another,  and  in  the  church  Anicetus  allowed  Poly- 

^  This  drcumstance  clearly  indicates  a  difference  between  the  celebration 
of  the  Eucharist  and  the  celebration  of  the  Passover. 

29 
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carp  to  celebrate  the  Eucharist,  so  that  they  parted  in  peace. 
IreniBus  does  not  tell  us,  in  the  quotations  which  Eusebins 
has  given,  from  what  sources  he  derived  his  information ;  bnt 
he  must  have  had  ample  opportunities  of  learning  the  facts, 
and  I  see  no  reason  for  calling  them  in  question. 

Returning  to  the  time  of  Victor,  we  find  an  incident  of 
some  importance,  which  is  related  only  too  briefly  by 
Eusebius.^  The  bishops  of  Palestine  met  together  and  drew 
up  a  letter  in  which  they  made  a  lengthened  statement*  about 
the  tradition  which  had  come  down  to  them,  from  the 
succession  of  the  apostles,  in  regard  to  the  Passover.  On 
this  most  interesting  point  we  are  unfortunately  left  without 
information,  and  we  cannot  say  to  what  apostles  they  appealed, 
or  through  what  men  the  tradition  had  come  down ;  but  in 
comparing  this  with  the  Asiatic  tradition  we  must  remember 
that  considerably  more  than  a  century  had  elapsed  since  the 
last  apostle  left  Palestine,  and  that  the  country  had  been  so 
distracted  by  insurrections  and  wars  that  there  may  well 
have  been  some  break  in  the  continuity  of  ecclesiastical 
customs,  whereas  in  Asia  our  evidence  professes  to  go  back 
to  the  time  of  Polycarp,  who  was  himself  a  disciple  of  John. 
Nevertheless  the  Palestinian  bishops  themselves  attached  great 
importance  to  their  decision,  for  at  the  end  of  the  letter  they 
expressed  a  desire  that  a  copy  should  be  sent  to  every  church, 
so  that  they  might  not  be  responsible  for  those  who  "  easily 
led  their  own  souls  astray."  They  added  that  a  letter  had 
been  received  from  Alexandria,  from  which  it  appeared  that 
there  alBO  the  same  holy  day  was  observed.  That  day,  as  we 
have  seen,  was  a  Sunday ;  but  what  S\mday  we  have  not  yet 
been  told. 

Eusebius  gives  us  one  other  glimpse  into  the  controversies 
about  the  Passover  in  the  second  century.^    Melito,  bishop 
» Ibid.  25.  »  nA««<rTo  »i«iXi|^«».  »  H.  B.,  iv.  26. 
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of  Sardis,  who  is  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  Polycrates  as  a 
supporter  of  the  Asiatic  custom,  wrote  two  books  on  the 
Passover.  The  historian  quotes  only  three  lines  from  this 
treatise,  and  tells  us  nothing  of  its  purport;  but  we  learn 
that  it  was  written  in  consequence  of  a  great  controversy 
which  arose  in  Laodicea  about  the  Passover,  when  Servilius 
Paulus  was  proconsul  of  Asia,^  on  occasion  of  the  martyrdom 
of  Sagaris.  It  is  generally  assumed  that  this  controversy 
related  to  the  point  in  dispute  between  the  eastern  and  the 
western  churches,  and  it  is  possible  that  on  the  death  of 
Sagaris,  who,  as  we  have  learned  from  Polycrates,  was  a 
Quartodedman  bishop,  there  may  have  been  an  attempt  to 
introduce  the  western  custom;  but  we  must  bear  in  mind 
that  this  is  pure  conjecture,  and  does  not  rest  on  a  particle 
of  evidence.  Irenseus,  as  we  have  seen,  expressly  tells  us 
that  the  controversy  was  not  only  about  the  day;  and  this 
particular  dispute  may  have  been  about  the  fast,  or  about 
the  meaning  to  be  attached  to  the  day,  or  about  the  evan- 
gelical chronology.  Be  this  as  it  may,  Melito's  work  induced 
Clement  of  Alexandria  to  write  a  treatise  of  his  own  on  the 
Passover,  but  hardly  as  a  formal  reply,  for  Eusebius  only 
says  he  has  mentioned  Melito's  essay  as  the  cause  of  his 
composition.  Some  fragments  have  come  down  to  us  of  a 
work  by  Apollinaris  of  Hierapolis  on  the  same  subject,^  and 
it  has  been  supposed  that  it  too  was  written  in  reply  to 
Melito ;  but  of  this  there  is  no  evidence  whatever,  and  it  is 
certainly  curious  that  critics  who  so  readily  disbelieve  facts 
which  are  more  or  less  strongly  attested,  so  confidently  accept 
statements  which  are  not  supported  by  testimony  of  any 
kind.  What  the  position  of  Apollinaris  really  was  we  shall 
have  to  consider  further  on. 

In  spite  of  the  strong  measures  adopted  by  Victor,  the 
^  About  164-6  A.D.  '  Pieeerved  in  the  Chrtmicon  Patehale. 
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several  churches  oontinued  in  the  observance  of  their 
respective  customs  tiU  the  time  of  Constantine,  and  the 
settlement  of  this  question  was  one  of  the  objects  with  whidi 
the  Council  of  Nicsea  was  summoned.^  It  was  decreed  ihai 
all  should  celebrate  the  paschal  festival  at  the  same  time,^ 
and  a  letter  from  the  synod  announced  the  good  news  that 
all  the  brethren  in  the  East,  who  formerly  kept  the  Passover 
with  the  Jews,  would  henceforth  act  agreeably  to  the  Boman 
practice.*  Constantine  himself  appealed  to  the  churches  in 
a  letter  which  deals  with  the  question  at  some  length.*  But 
even  these  combined  authorities  were  not  sufficient  to 
terminate  the  controversy.  Epiphanius  tells  us  tiiat  men 
were  still  writing  and  disputing  about  it  in  his  time,  and 
that  the  Audians  persisted  in  keeping  the  Passover  with  the 
Jew&'  Some  of  the  Novatians  also,  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
fourth  century,  dissented  from  the  general  practice,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  custom  of  their  own  sect®  But  we  need  not 
dwell  upon  these  later  events;  for  any  details  which  throw 
light  on  the  subject  under  consideration  wlQ  be  noticed  in 
the  following  discussion. 

We  must  now  endeavour  to  interpret  this  ancient  con- 
troversy, and  examine  its  bearing  on  the  Johannine  author- 
ship of  the  QospeL  We  must  consider  first  the  origin,  extent, 
and  meaning  of  the  celebration  known  among  the  early 
Christians  as  the  Passover.^ 

There  can,  I  think,  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  imported  into 
Christianity  from  Judaism,  though  probably  from  the  first 
it  received  an  altered  significance.    Jewish  Christians  would 

^  Socrates,  i,  8.  >  Sozomen,  i.  xxi.  6.  ^  Socrates,  i.  9. 

*  Qiven  in  Euseb.,  VU,  Cbn.,  iiL  17-20 ;  Socrates,  L  9  ;  Theodoret,  Ec. 
Hi9t.,  i.  9. 

*  Hcar.y  bcx,  9. 

*  Soc.,  iv.  28,  V.  21,  vii.  5  ;  Sozom.,  vh  xxiv.  6-7 ;  vn.  xyiii. 
'  n  ndffxtt- 
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naturally  keep  the  Passover  with  their  countrymen,  but 
would  do  so  in  remembrance,  no  longer  of  the  deliverance  ' 
from  Egypt,  but  of  Christ;  and  as  the  Old  Testament  was 
accepted  by  the  Church  as  sacred  Scripture,  the  ceremony 
would  easily  pass  on  to  the  QentUes,  who  would  look  upon 
their  own  rite  as  the  true  and  spiritual  fulfilment  of  the  law. 
That  this  was  actually  the  course  of  events  may  be  inferred 
from  all  the  evidence  at  our  disposal 

The  name  of  the  festival  is  simply  a  repetition  in  Qreek 
letters  of  the  Aramaic  form  of  npj,  the  Hebrew  word  for 
Pcusso ver.  The  preservation  of  the  same  name  points  to  con-  • 
tinuity  of  practice;  and  we  must  observe  that  the  use  of 
this  Jewish  name  is  not  local  or  temporary,  but  universal 
and  permanent.  Everywhere  the  old  writers  assume  that 
the  feast  in  question  is  the  Passover,  and  that  it  had  been 
and  was  still  kept  by  Jews  as  well  as  Christians.  The 
significance  of  this  fact  is  lost  if  we  translate  the  word  by 
our  Blaster;  and  I  have  therefore  retained  the  translation 
which  is  habitually  given  to  the  Hebrew  term. 

How  this  festival  of  Jewish  name  was  celebrated  in  the 
earliest  times,  and  to  what  extent  it  partook  of  the  character 
of  the  Passover,  our  authorities  do  not  inform  us.  In  the 
fourth  century  it  was  regarded  as  the  chief  celebration  in  the 
year ;  the  night  before  was  turned  into  day  by  the  splendour 
of  the  illuminations;  and  Easter  day  itself  was  kept  with 
the  utmost  religious  joy  by  all  sections  of  the  people.^  No 
doubt  the  ceremonial  would  tend  to  become  more  magnificent 
as  time  went  on ;  but  from  the  first  it  must  have  had  some- 
thing to  distinguish  it  from  all  other  feasts,  and  to  give 
appropriateness  to  the  name  by  which  it  was  called.  The 
argument  against  the  Johannine  authorship  of  the  Gospel 

^  See  details  and  authorities  in  the  Dictionary  of  Chriitian  AntiquiHei^ 
article,  ^  Easter,  ceremonies  of.'' 
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requires  that  at  least  its  principal  feature  should  have  been 
the  Gommemoration  of  the  Last  Sapper  on  the  presumed 
anniversary  of  the  day  when  it  was  actually  eaten ;  but  this 
supposition  is  exposed  to  fatal  objections.  Li  the  first  place, 
it  is  totaUy  destitute  of  evidence.  Secondly,  there  would 
have  been  nothing  distinctive  in  such  a  celebration,  for  the 
Lord's  Supper  was  administered  every  week.  But  most 
important  of  all  in  our  present  inquiry  is  this,  that  if  the 
question  had  been  on  what  day  it  was  proper  to  commemorate 
the  Last  Supper,  the  controversy  must  have  had  quite  a 
different  form  from  that  which  it  actually  assumed.  The 
dispute  could  not  have  been  between  the  fourteenth  day  of 
the  month  and  the  first  day  of  the  week,  but  must  have  been 
between  the  thirteenth  and  the  fourteenth  days  of  the  month, 
the  advocates  of  the  former  appealing  to  the  Fourth  Gospel 
There  would  then  have  been  real  grotmds  for  asserting  an 
inconsistency  between  the  alleged  Johannine  practice  and  the 
Johannine  Gospel ;  but  of  any  question  whether  the  thirteenth 
or  fourteenth  day  should  be  kept  there  is  not  a  trace.  The 
Western  Church  might,  however,  have  preferred  regulating 
even  the  commemoration  of  the  Last  Supper  by  the  day  of  the 
week  and  not  by  the  day  of  the  year,  but  if  so,  Thursday, 
and  not  Sunday,  would  have  been  the  proper  time.  The  sup- 
position, therefore,  that  the  Passover  was  merely  an  annual 
celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper  must  be  discarded.  With 
this  conclusion  the  date  of  the  Last  Supper  ceases  to  have 
anything  to  do  with  the  controversy,  and  the  argument 
collapses. 

It  has,  however,  been  supposed  that  the  eastern  festival  was 
much  more  Jewish  in  form  than  the  western,  whereas  the 
Fourth  Gospel  wishes  to  separate  the  Last  Supper  from  the 
Passover.  Even  if  this  were  true,  it  would  not  signify,  unless 
the  question  had  arisen  in  what  form  the  Last  Supper  should 
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be  celebrated ;  but  of  this  there  is  not  a  trace.  Still  it  will  be 
interesting  to  inquire  how  far  the  allegation  can  be  sustained. 
All  Churches  agreed,  as  we  have  seen,  in  calling  the  festival 
the  Passover,  and  thus  recognising  its  Jewish  origin.  In 
accordance  with  this  name  it  was  formerly  supposed  that  at 
the  time  of  the  paschal  controversy  the  whole  Church  kept 
the  Jewish  Passover,  and  that  a  lamb  was  slain ;  but  after- 
wards it  was  admitted  that  this  was  not  the  case  with  the 
Western  Church,  but  only  with  the  Eastern.  But  Schiirer,  on 
whose  authority  this  statement  is  made,  adds  that  even  the 
latter  view  is  now  generally  given  up.  He  maintains  that 
certainly  the  Quartodedmans  did  not  kiU  a  lamb,  for  that 
portion  of  the  celebration  ceased  even  among  the  Jews  after 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  even  before  that  time  the 
Jews  living  away  from  Palestine  partook  of  an  ordinary  meal.^ 
It  may  be  doubted  whether  the  argument  from  Jewish  custom 
is  conclusive.  The  Jews  naturally  dispensed  with  the  lamb 
when  the  Temple  was  destroyed ;  but  the  Christians  recognised 
the  Church  as  the  true  temple  of  Qod,  and  its  members  as 
spiritual  kings  and  priests ;  and  they  might  therefore  consider 
it  proper  to  kill  the  lamb  wherever  they  were  residing,  and 
may  have  adopted  that  custom  before  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem.  At  all  events  we  are  not  without  some  traces  of 
this  custom.  Epiphanius,  speaking  of  the  manner  in  which 
"  the  holy  Church  of  God  "  celebrates  the  Passover,  says :  "  We 
take  the  sheep  from  the  tenth  day,  recognizing  the  name  of 
Jesus  on  account  of  the  iota."  ^  EUsewhere,  having  quoted  the 
commandment  to  take  a  sheep  from  the  tenth  day  of  the 
month,  and  keep  it  till  the  fourteenth,  he  adds  that  the 

1  See  his  dissertation,  ^  De  controyeniiB  paschalibas  sec.  p.  Chr.  n.  8»c. 
exortis,"  delivered  July  26^  1869  ;  translated  in  the  ZeiUchfrifif.  d.  Awt.  Thed, 
(1870X  which  last  I  have  used,  §  iv. 

'  The  first  letter  of  Jesus,  and  the  symbol  for  ten.    JJopt.,  L  3. 
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Church  contmues  to  observe  the  Feast  of  the  Passover,  ihat 
is,  the  appointed  week,  following  the  arrangement  of  the 
apostles  themselves,  from  the  second  day  of  the  week,  which 
is  the  purchasing  of  the  sheep ;  and  if  the  fourteenth  day  of 
the  month  fell  on  the  second  or  any  subsequent  day  of  the 
week,  the  sacrifice  of  the  sheep  went  on.^  The  Quartodecimans 
also  would  seem  to  have  used  the  sheep,  for  Epiphanius  *  urges 
as  an  inconsistency  in  their  practice,  that,  if  they  keep  the 
Passover  on  the  fourteenth,  they  have  need  to  take  the  sheep 
from  the  tenth,  and  keep  it  till  the  fourteenth,  and  so  their 
fast  would  continue,  not  for  one  day,  but  for  fiva  These 
passages  certainly  suggest  a  general  practice  of  killing  a  sheep 
at  the  Passover  on  the  part  of  Christians.  In  the  ninth 
century  one  of  the  charges  brought  by  the  Greek  against  the 
Roman  Church,  and  repudiated  by  the  latter  as  false,  was  that 
they  blessed  and  offered  a  lamb  at  the  Passover,  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  Jews,  upon  the  altar,  together  with  the 
Lord's  body.  The  charge  may  have  been  untrue  in  its  precise 
form ;  but  that  it  was  not  without  foundation  appears  from  a 
reference  by  Walafrid  Strabo  to  the  error  of  some  "who 
consecrated  with  a  proper  [or  special]  benediction  the  flesh  of 
a  [or  '  the,'  the  Latin  leaving  it  doubtful]  lamb  at  the  Passover, 
placing  it  near  or  under  the  altar,  and  on  the  day  of  the 
resurrection  partook  of  the  flesh  itself  before  other  food  for  the 
body ;  and  the  order  of  this  benediction,"  he  adds, "  is  still 
observed  by  many.^'^  The  formula  of  benediction  has  been 
preserved,^  and  it  is  stated  in  one  of  the  Roman  rituals  that  a 

1  Hcer,,  Ixx.  12.  ^  L.  2.  *  De  rebw  eceUs.^  c  18. 

*  On  the  daj  of  the  Holy  Passover,  after  the  celebration  of  Mass,  the 
following  Benedictio  agni  in  Pascha  was  pronounced  in  the  Secretarinm  : 
"  Post  celebratam  Dominicaa  sancts  PaschsB  solennitatem,  postque  etiam 
transactoe  jejoniorum  dies,  jam  animabus  spiritoalibus  dapibus  refectis  de 
mensa  toas  majestatis,  offerimus  famuli  tui  pro  hi:gu8  fragilitate  ootpuacoli 
aliquantulnm  reparandi,  banc   usai   nostro   concessam   creaturam   agni, 
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lamb  was  solemnly  partaken  of  by  the  Pope  and  eleven 

cardinaJfl.^      The  lamb    was    roasted,  and    the    benediction 

pronounced,  and  the  whole  ceremony  was  in  imitation  of  the 

Last  Supper,  as,  indeed,  is  expressly  stated,  "  in  figure  of  the 

twelve  apostles  around  the  table  of  Christ,  when  they  ate  the 

Passover."    The  lamb  is  not  brought  into  connection  with  the 

altar ;  and  it  was  to  such  a  connection,  and  not  to  the  eating 

of  the  lamb,  that  the  Greek  Church  objected.     The  ceremony 

took  place  in  the  Secretarium,  after  the  celebration  of  Mass  in 

the  Church.'    The  Pope,  having  partaken  of  the  lamb,  handed 

it  to  the  next  basilicarius,  saying,  "Quod  facis,  fac  citius. 

Sicut  ille  accepit  ad  damnationem,  tu  accipe  ad  remissionem." 

Distribution  was  then  made  to  the  rest  who  were  present.' 

At  the  same  time  a  curious  custom  prevailed  "  in  the  Catholic 

Church  within  the  Roman  state,"  which  further  illustrates  the 

connection   of  Easter  with  the  Passover.    The   archdeacon 

moulded  a  preparation  of  wax  and  oil  into  the  likeness  of 

lambs,  and  these  wax  lambs  were  distributed    among  the 

people  in  the  church  after  Mass  and  Communion,  on  the 

poecentes  ut  earn  ore  proprio  nobis  signantibuB  benedicas,  ac  deztera 
tna  sanctifioes,  et  universiB  ex  eo  snmentibiiB  miniatrata  moniiscnla  grata 
effici  piSBBtes,  atque  bis  cum  gratiarom  actione  perceptis  te  DEUM,  qui  es 
cibuB  yitse  et  animie  noetrse,  magis  et  inbianter  deaideremus,  et  indefeBse 
fruamur."  Tbis  iB  immediately  followed  by  a  fienedictio  aliarum  camium, 
in  which  there  is  an  alluBion  to  the  command  given  to  Moees  and  *'  thy 
people ''to  eat  a  lamb  in  Egypt,  **in  figura  agni  Domini  noetri  Jesu 
Christi,  ciguB  sanguine  omnia  primogenita  tibi  de  mnndo  redemistL"  See 
Melchior  Hittorpius,  De  divinis  Caiholica  EccUiia  Officvis  ac  MiniiderUs^ 
CoIoniflBy  1568,  where  an  Ordo  Bomanus  is  printed  from  an  old  manuscript 
The  above  quotations  are  from  p.  79.  There  is  a  full  account  of  the 
offices  for  the  entire  period  of  Easter  celebration  ;  but  the  above  are 
sufficient  for  our  purpose. 

^  See  Qieseler,  KirckmgeacKy  11.  i.  §  41,  note  12,  to  which  my  attention 
was  called  by  J.  J.  Tayler,  p.  122,  note. 

^  See  the  account  quoted  in  a  previous  note  from  Melchior  Hittorpius. 

3  See  Mabillon's  Muaewm,  Italicwm  ;  Lutecis  Pansiorum,  1867-9,  the  Ordo 
Bomamu  auctore  Benedicto  (written  before  1 143),  Tomu  iL  p.  142 ;  also 
auct  Cencio,  pp.  186-7. 
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Saturday  following  Easter  Sunday,  that,  '^as  the  children  of 
Israel  in  Egypt  inscribed  the  sign  T  on  the  thresholds  of 
their  houses,  that  they  might  not  be  smitten  by  the  angel, 
so  we  also  ought  to  write  this  sign  on  the  threshold  of 
our  houses  by  faith,  from  the  Uood  of  the  passion  of  the 
Immaculate  Lamb,  Christ,  lest  we  be  smitten  by  the  devil 
and  by  faulta"^  Urban  V.  (1362-1370)  sent  the  empoxir 
(Charles  IV.)  one  of  these  wax  lambs  as  "a  great  gift,** 
accompanied  by  some  Latin  verses,  which  show  that  it  was 
expected  to  act  as  a  charm.*  In  the  foregoing  accounts  it  is 
clear  that  the  survival  of  the  proper  Passover  was  also  a 
memorial  of  the  Last  Supper,  and  at  the  same  time  of  the 
death  of  Christ  as  the  true  Paschal  Lamb.  It  was  not, 
however,  celebrated  on  either  the  thirteenth  or  fourteenth 
of  the  month,  but  on  Blaster  Sunday,  when  it  brought  the 
days  of  the  fast  to  a  close.  The  connection  with  the  Passover 
has  not  been  wholly  forgotten  in  later  times.  In  the  Mis- 
sale  Romanum  authorized  by  the  Council  of  Trent,  Easter  is 
still  the  "  dies  paschflB,"  and  "  on  this  day  particularly  "  thanks 
are  given  to  Qod,  because  ''  Christ  our  Passover  was  sacrificed ; 
for  he  is  the  True  Lamb,  who  has  taken  away  the  sins  of  the 
world."  Even  the  paschal  symbols  have  not  wholly  dis- 
appeared from  modem  times.  The  following  statements  of 
Cardinal  Wiseman's  are  interesting:  "The  midnight  service 
of  Elaster-eve,  now  performed  on  Saturday  morning,  gives  a 
similar  coincidence,'  and  stronger  authority  for  this  con- 
nection.* Before  the  Mass  new  fire  is  struck  and  blessed, 
and  a  large  candle,  known  by  the  name  of  the  Paschal  candle, 
being  blessed  by  a  deacon,  is  therewith  lighted.  .  .  .  This 

1  Ibid,  in  several  "  Orders,"  pp.  31, 138,  144  sq,^  163,  202,  375  #9.,  509  tq. 

*  lhid.y  Ordo  aact  J.  Gaietano,  p.  377. 

*  Referring  to  lighting  the  church  with  twenty-four  candles. 

*  Between  the  lights  and  their  mystical  application. 
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year^  being  the  seventh  of  the  pontificate  of  the  present  Pope, 
yon  willhave  the  opportunity  of  witnessing  another  very 
ancient  rite,  only  performed  every  seventh  year  of  each 
reign.  This  is  the  blessing  of  the  Agrma  Dei,  waxen  cakes 
stamped  with  the  figure  of  a  lamb.  It  will  take  place  in  the 
Vatican  Palace  on  Thorsday  in  Easter  Week,  and  a  distribution 
of  them  will  be  made  in  the  Sistine  Chapel  on  the  following 
Saturday.  The  origin  of  this  rite  seems  to  have  been  the 
very  ancient  custom  of  breaking  up  the  paschal  candle  of  the 
preceding  year,  and  distributing  the  fragments  among  the 
faithful.  Durandus,  one  of  the  eldest  writers  on  church 
ceremonies,  tells  us  that  on  Saturday  in  Holy  Week  the 
acolytes  of  the  Roman  Church  made  lambs  of  new  blessed 
wax,  or  of  that  of  the  old  paschal  candle,  mixed  with  chrism, 
which  the  Pope,  on  the  following  Saturday,  distributes  to  the 
faithful."*  The  Prayer-book  of  the  Church  of  England 
introduces  the  words  "Christ  our  Passover  is  sacrificed  for 
us "  at  morning  prayer  on  Easter  Day.  Mr  Tayler  *  refers 
also  to  the  practice  of  the  Armenian  Christians,  who  not  only 
ate  a  lamb  on  Easter  Sunday,  but  actually  smeared  their 
doorposts  with  its  blood,* 

^1839. 

>  Dunmd.,  ^BtOionais  DMn  Offlcy  lib.  yl  cap.  69,  p.  349."  Fowr 
Leetwres  on  the  Offices  and  Oerenumiee  of  Holy  Week,  as  performed  in  the 
Papal  Chapels^  by  Nicholas  Wiseman,  D.D.,  1839,  pp.  104-6.  My  attention 
was  called  to  this  work  by  the  Rev.  0.  Hargrove.  Lambs  made  of 
sweetmeats  may  be  still  seen  in  abundance  in  the  shops  in  Rome  at 
Easter. 

3  P  122,  note. 

*  Mr  F.  C.  Conybeare  tells  me  that  this  is  still  the  case,  only  they 
kill  a  sheep,  not  a  lamb,  and  that  the  Greeks  have  the  same  practice. 
In  a  paper  read  before  the  Society  of  Historical  Theology  in  Oxford, 
March  10, 1898,  Mr  Conybeare  quotes  from  a  letter  written  shortly  after 
A.D.  1 1 50,  by  Nerses  of  Rom-kla,  an  account  of  the  ritual  connected  with 
the  offering  of  the  Paschal  lamb.  Further,  "  Nerses  notes  that  it  was  not 
only  inculcated  by  St.  Gregory,  whom  he  declares  to  have  been  as  much 
inspired  by  the  Holy  Spirit  as  any  other  of  the  apostles,  but  was  also  in 
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These  instanoee  certainly  ''justify  the  oondasLon  that  in 
the  Christian  pascha  there  was  a  gradual  transitiaQ  from 
Jewish  to  Christian  usage,"  ^  or  perhaps  we  should  rather 
say,  a  gradual  dropping  of  Jewish  symbolism  for  Christian 
facts ;  but  it  seems  to  me  a  very  strange  inference  that  **  the 
original  dispute  between  the  Quartodecimans  and  the  Catholics 
related  to  something  more  fundamental  than  a  mere  reckoning 
of  days,"'  for  the  instances  which  are  cited  point  to  CkUiolic 
practice,  and  Mr  Tayler  himself  has  to  concede  that  "  Jewish 
usage  lingered  longer  in  the  West  than  in  the  Elast,"  and 
that  this  is  "contrary  to  what  might  have  been  expected 
from  the  earlier  stages  of  the  controversy/'  It  would  be 
truer  to  say  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  hypothesis  on  which 
Mr  Tayler's  argument  is  so  largely  based  We  should 
observe  also  that  the  distinction  between  Quartodedmans 
and  Catholics  is  quite  misleading  for  the  period  to  which 
our  inquiry  properly  belongs.  The  Quartodecimans  were 
Catholics,  and  in  spite  of  Victor  remained  within  the  com- 
munion of  the  Church. 

If  we  pass  for  a  moment  to  another  region,  a  similar 
testimony  reaches  us  from  eastern  Syria.  In  a  Homily  on 
the  Passover,  written  by  Aphraates  in  the  year  343-4,  there 
is  a  passage  in  which  the  Christian  festival  is  shown  to 
correspond,  point  by  point,  with  the  ancient  institution.  The 
Redeemer  himself  was  the  lamb,  of  whom  not  a  bone  was 

vogue  in  the  Roman  Church.  Gregory,  he  says,  did  not  invent  the  rite 
of  immolating  a  lamb  at  the  Passover,  but  *  received  it  from  the  Roman  (by 
which  he  need  not  mean  the  Greek)  Church,  and  he  handed  it  on  to  us,  just 
as  it  is  still  practised  in  the  entire  Church  of  Europe,  with  greater  care 
even  than  among  ourselves.  For  when  the  lamb  is  roasted,  they  lay  it 
under  the  altar  at  the  time  of  the  sacrifice  (i.«.,  Mass)  on  the  day  of  the 
Passover,  and  after  the  communion  of  the  mystery  the  priests  divide  it,  and 
give  a  share  to  each,  an^^  eat  it  within  the  church  itself  before  they  take 
any  ordinary  food.  * " 

Tayler,  p.  122.  *  PdcL 
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broken;  and  most  of  the  cel'ei^untes  receive  a  spiritual  or 
figurative  interpretation.  But  a  real  lamb  seems  to  have 
been  offered  as  a  symbol  of  the  Lamb  of  Qod,  for  the  com- 
mandment not  to  eat  the  Passover  raw  or  boiled  with  water 
is  explained  quite  literally:  ''The  sacrifice  which  is  offered 
in  the  Church  of  Gk>d  is  roasted  at  the  fire;  and  it  is  not 
boiled,  and  is  not  offered  raw."  Such  language  is  not 
applicable  to  the  elements  of  the  Eucharist,  and  must  refer 
to  an  actual  lamb;  and  this  inference  is  confirmed  by  a 
sentence  a  little  further  on :  "  And  if  he  says,  *  Eat  it  as  men 
who  hasten  away,'  this  is  fulfilled  in  the  Church  of  God  in 
this  wise,  that  they  eat  the  lamb  '  as  men  who  hasten  away,' 
standing  on  their  feet."  ^ 

So  far,  then,  the  evidence  seems  to  warrant  our  saying 
that  in  the  Church  generally  the  Passover  was  a  continuation 
of  the  Jewish  festival,  and  resembled  it  sufficiently  to  justify 
the  retention  of  the  ancient  name ;  and  that,  if  a  lamb  was 
eaten,  this  practice  was  certainly  not  distinctive  of  the 
Quartodecimans. 

The  Church  retained  a  clear  consciousness  of  the  connection 
between  its  own  Passover  and  the  Jewish,  and,  though  alter- 
ing the  day  of  celebration,  appealed  to  the  original  command- 
ment as  of  fundamental  importance  in  determining  the  proper 
date  for  the  observance.  Thus  the  writer  of  the  Paachal 
Chronicle  (about  630  A.D.^)  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that 

^  See  ''Aphrahafs  des  peisischen  WeiBen  Homilien  aus  dem  SyiiBcfaeii 
ubenetzt  und  erlaatert,"  von  Dr  Qeoig  Bert,  in  TeaAe  und  UnUnuehungmy 
iii.  3  ;  Horn.,  xii.  §  6,  p.  191. 

*  The  Paschal  Ckronide  extends  to  the  year  627,  but,  accoidiog  to  the 
title  in  the  best  manuscript,  ought  to  reach  the  year  629.  Holstein,  the 
Pope's  librarian  from  1636  to  1661,  is  said  by  Ducange  to  have  had  a 
codex  containing  a  shorter  and  earlier  form  of  the  Chronicle,  reaching  only 
to  the  year  354,  and  omitting  some  of  the  matter  before  that  date  which 
is  found  in  the  longer  form.  Holstein's  good  faith  was  subsequently 
questioned ;  but  the  careful  researches  of  Mr  F.  C.  Conybeare  seem  con- 
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"  the  law  expresaly  preecribes  the  holy  and  blessed  PaasoTer 
of  Qod,  at  the  same  time  indicatiiig  the  month  in  which  one 
onght  to  do  this,  and  ordering  the  day  to  be  observed  with 
great  aocnracy/'  and  proceeds  to  show  why  the  Christiaiifl^ 
thoogh  basing  their  calculations  upon  that  day,  postpone  the 
keeping  of  the  festival  till  the  following  Sunday.^  Bat  the 
legal  Passover  was  only  shadowy  and  typical ;  Christ  himself 
was  the  true  Lamb  in  the  Feast  of  the  Passover,  as  the 
evangelist  John  teaches,  and  suffered  in  the  feast  This  is 
also  written  by  the  blessed  Paul.*  Accordingly,  when  the 
typical  and  shadowy  Passover  was  brought  to  an  end  by 
being  fulfilled,  "the  genuine  Passover  of  the  holy  Catholic 
and  Apostolic  Church  of  Qod  began,  in  memory  of  whidi 
every  year  the  Church  of  God  celebrates  the  holy  feast  of 
the  Passover,  keeping  without  error  the  fourteenth  day  of  the 
first  lunar  month,  in  which  the  legal  Passover  was  ordered  to 
be  observed  " ;  but  if  this  fell  upon  the  Lord's  Day,  the  cde- 
bration  was  postponed  till  the  following  Sunday.'  It  is  dear, 
then,  that  even  at  a  comparatively  late  period  the  Church 
professed  to  keep  the  Passover  in  obedience  to  the  require- 
ment of  "  the  divine  law,"  *  only  departing  from  the  letter  of 
the  commandment,  as  it  did  in  other  instances,  and  filling  the 
shadowy  form  with  a  Christian  significance.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  earlier  accounts  inconsistent  with  this  view,  while 

cluaiyely  to  prove  that  Ducange  was  not  mistaken.  See  his  article,  "  On 
the  Date  of  Composition  of  the  Pakhal  ChrondcU^'*  in  the  Journal  cf 
Tkeologteal  SiudUi,  ii.  pp.  288-298. 

^  Pp.  28  8qq,j  ed.  Dindorf,  Bonn,  1832.  '  P.  10  iq. 

>  P.  16.  See  also  p.  419,  and  p.  423  »q.  ,where  it  is  said  that  theapoetla 
handed  it  down  to  the  churches  to  keep  the  fourteenth  of  the  first  lunar 
month,  and  the  writer  adds  as  a  reason  for  putting  off  the  celebration  tiU 
the  following  Sunday,  "  that  we  may  not  feast  with  the  Jews."  EpiphaniuB 
also  says  the  law  was  not  destroyed,  but  fulfilled,  the  type  was  not  annulled, 
but  presented  the  truth  (Har.y  L  2). 

*  Seep.  29,  line  21. 
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some  points  are,  as  we  shall  see,  distinctly  confirmed;  so 
that  we  may,  I  think,  regard  it  as  established  that  the 
Christian  Passover  was  a  continuation  of  the  Jewish,  more  or 
less  modified  to  suit  Christian  ideas. 

We  must  now  inquire  whether  there  was  any  material 
difference  between  the  Asiatic  and  the  other  churches  except 
in  regard  to  the  time  of  observance;  for  it  is  sometimes 
thought  that  the  Quartodecimans  kept  the  feast  in  a  much 
more  Jevrish  way,  and  that  one  object  of  the  Fourth  Qospel 
was  to  detach  the  festival  from  everything  connected  with 
Judaism.  At  first  sight  some  of  the  allusions  to  the 
controversy  may  seem  to  justify  this  opinion.  Socrates,  in 
introducing  the  subject,  contents  himself  with  saying  that 
some  were  anxious  to  celebrate  the  feast  in  too  Jewish  a 
way.^  Sozomen  uses  similar  language,'  and  refers  to 
Quartodecimans  as  those  who  imitate  the  Jews.^  On  this 
subject  the  letter  of  Constantine  speaks  very  strongly.  It 
seemed  unworthy  to  celebrate  the  most  holy  feast  conformably 
to  the  custom  of  the  Jews.  Let  there  be  nothing  common 
with  the  most  hateful  mob  of  the  Jews.  We  should  have  no 
communion  with  the  practices  of  such  wicked  men,  the  slayers 
of  the  Lord.  Eusebius,  too,  in  referring  to  the  discussion  of 
the  Passover  question  at  the  Council  of  Nicasa,  says  that 
finally  the  easterns  gave  way,  and  thus  one  festival  of  Christ 
was  established,  and  they  withdrew  from  the  slayers  of  the 
Lord,  and  joined  their  fellow-believers,  for  nature  draws  like 
to  like.^  These  statements,  if  they  stood  alone,  might  lead  us 
to  suppose  that  the  general  body  of  the  Church  was  bitterly 

*  i.  8.  '  L  xvi  4.  '  vn.  xviii.  10. 

*  From  a  writing  "  On  the  Feast  of  the  Paasover,"  printed  in  Mai,  Neva 
Patrum  Btbliotheca^  iv.  pp.  209-216,  §  8.  This  is  a  large  section  of  the 
work  on  the  Passover  presented  by  Eusebius  to  Constantine,  preserved  by 
Nicetas,  Serrarum  Episcopus  (end  of  the  eleventh  century),  in  his  great 
manuscript  catena  to  Luke.    See  Ediloris  monitum,  prefixed  to  the  extract 
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hostile  to  a  Jewish  mode  of  celebrating  the  Passover,  to  which 
Quartodecimans  tenaciously  dung.  But  the  moment  we  ask 
what  it  was  that  was  Jevnsh  in  the  Quartodedman  practice, 
this  supposition  is  dispelled.  There  is  one  invariable  axisw^; 
the  Jews  were  not  to  prescribe  the  time  of  the  Church  s 
festival  Constantine  says  that  the  controversy  was  "  about 
the  most  holy  day  of  the  Passover/'  and  the  decision  of  the 
Coundl  was  that  all,  everywhere,  should  keep  it  on  one  and 
the  same  day.  Sozomen  also  says  that  "  it  seemed  good  to  the 
Synod  that  all  should  keep  the  Paschal  festival  at  the  same 
season/'  and  mentions  no  other  point  of  dispute.^  It  is 
to  this  single  question  that  all  the  arguments  are  directed 
and  I  cannot  recall  any  charge  against  the  Quartodedmans  of 
following  the  Jews  in  any  other  objectionable  particular.  The 
argument,  therefore,  founded  on  the  contrary  supposition 
completely  breaks  down. 

But  we  are  not  without  podtive  evidence  that  it  was  only 
the  scruple  about  thB  day  which  separated  the  Quarto- 
dedmans from  their  brethren.  Polycrates,  in  his  letter,  says, 
''We  therefore  keep  the  day  without  recklessness,  neither 
adding  nor  taking  away,"  and,  having  referred  to  the  apostles 
and  bishops  whose  authority  he  followed,  declares  that  these 
all  kept  the  fourteenth  day ''  according  to  the  Gospel,  tarans- 
gressing  in  nothing,  but  following  according  to  the  rule  of 
the  faith."  This,  I  think,  is  equivalent  to  a  statement  that, 
except  in  regard  to  the  day,  they  followed  the  general 
practice  of  Christendom.  It  was  on  account  of  this  single 
peculiarity  that  Victor  wished  to  excommunicate  them.  It 
is  to  this  that  IrensBus  addresses  himself  in  his  remonstrance. 
He  refers,  indeed,  to  differences  of  practice  about  the  length 
of  the  fast,  but  this  is  only  to  convince  Victor  that  mere 
varieties  of    usage  cannot  justify  an  excommunication.    It 

>  I.  xxi.  6. 
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seems  clear  that  the  Roman  bishop  had  not  included  the 
nature  of  the  fast  in  his  indictment,  and  in  any  case  this  had 
nothing  to  do  with  Judaism.  The  testimony  of  Hippolytus 
is  explicit.  He  ranks  the  Quartodecimans  among  heretics, 
and  describes  them  as  ''  of  a  quarrelsome  nature,  uninstructed 
in  knowledge,  too  contentious  in  disposition";  and  still  he 
has  nothing  to  bring  against  them  except  their  observance 
of  the  fourteenth  day.  "In  everything  else,"  he  says,  "they 
agree  with  all  the  things  handed  down  to  the  Church  by  the 
apostles."^  Epiphanius  also  says,  "they  hold  everything  as 
the  Church,"  but  in  regard  to  the  Passover  have  been  led 
astray  by  Jewish  fables.  The  only  Judaism  which  he 
ascribes  to  them  is  their  adhesion  to  the  fourteenth  day,  and 
the  practice  of  the  Church  which  he  justifies  is  the  departure 
from  the  Jewish  day.^  In  speaking  of  the  Audians,  a  sect 
who  followed  the  Quartodedman  practice,  he  explains  what 
is  meant  by  "observing  the  Passover  with  the  Jews";  "that 
is,"  he  says,  "at  the  season  in  which  the  Jews  keep  their 
feast  of  unleavened  bread,  then  they  themselves  are  eager  to 
hold  the  Passover." ' 

Not  only,  then,  is  there  no  ground  for  the  assertion  that 
the  Quartodecimans  dung  to  a  peculiarly  Jewish  mode  of 
celebration,  which  had  been  sanctioned  by  the  Apostle  John, 
and  was  repudiated  by  the  evangelist  and  the  majority  of 
the  Church,  but  such  a  notion  is  distinctly  contrary  to  all 
the  evidence  we  possess. 

We  must  now  inquire  a  little  more  fully  into  the  character 
and  meaning  of  the  celebration.  It  was  a  festival,  a  time  of 
rejoicing.  This  would  follow  from  its  being  regarded  as  the 
Passover,  for  the  Passover  is  always  spoken  of  as  a  feast,  and 
was  signalized,  not  hy  a  fast,  but  by  a  characteristic  meal. 
Accordingly,  the  Christian  Passover  is  referred  to  as  a  feast 
»  Ref.  (ma.  har.^  viil  18.  '  Hm^  L  »  flar.,  Ixx.  9. 
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80  ocmrtantly  that  it  is  needleaB  to  refer  to  pnrtaeiilar 
in^MtuH^  I  will  notice  only  two  writers  who  dwell  i^on 
its  festive  character.  Eusebias  alludes  to  it  as  a  mofe 
splendid  feast  than  that  of  the  Jew&  It  took  place  at  the 
most  delightful  time  of  the  year,  and  at  this  season  the 
Savionr  of  the  whole  cosmos,  the  great  Imninaiy,  lightened 
the  world  with  the  rays  of  piety,  and  peoples  everywhere  k^ 
the  feast  of  their  liberation  from  manifold  atheism,  There- 
fore no  labour  was  allowed,  but  they  imitated  the  rest  which 
they  hoped  for  in  heaven ;  ''whence  not  even  in  our  prayers 
do  we  bend  the  knee,  nor  do  we  afflict  ourselves  with  fasts." 
So  full  of  joy  was  the  time  that  they  feasted  for  seven 
whole  weeks,  till  ''another  great  feast,"  Pentecost,  came  in.^ 
Qregory  Naziamsen  dwells  in  exalted  language  on  the 
qplendour  of  this  "feast  of  feasts  and  assembly  of  assem- 
blies."^ To  the  general  testimcmy  I  know  of  but  one 
exception.  TertuUian  alludes  to  "the  day  of  the  Passover, 
in  which  there  is  a  common  and,  as  it  were,  public  religious 
observance  of  a  fast"'  Here,  however,  the  writer  is  not 
describing  the  Easter  ceremonial,  but  merely  refers  to  the 
more  public  character  of  the  fast  which  then  took  place,  in 
contrast  with  the  more  private  fasto  which  it  was  possifale  to 
conceal ;  and  we  may  therefore  assume  that  he  is  describing, 
not  a  characteristic  of  the  day  in  the  African  churches,  bat 
a  characteristic  of  the  fast  which,  as  we  shall  see,  was  ter> 
minated,  at  the  supposed  hour  of  the  resurrection,  on  Easter 
morning.  This  interpretation  is  confirmed  by  another 
passage,  where  are  the  words,  "  When  Jeremiah  says, '  and  I 
will  gather  them  from  the  ends  of  the  earth  in  a  festive  day/ 
he  signifies  the  day  of  the  Passover  and  of  Pentecost^  which 
is  properly  a  festive  day."*    "Festive  day"  seems  intended 

^  In  Mai,  §§  2-5.  *  Quoted  m]Cknm.  Pcueh^  p.  428. 

*  Jejunii  religio  ;  De  Orat.,  18.  *  De  Baptumo^  19. 
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to  describe  either  day  indifferently.  Be  this  as  it  may, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  with  the  mass  of  Christians  the 
Passover  was  kept  as  a  festival,  a  time  of  rejoicing.  Was 
this  also  the  case  with  the  Qnartodedmans  ?  If  I  correctly 
understand  Mr  Tayler,  he  thinks  not.  He  maintains  that 
the  Jewish  Christians  "kept  as  the  oldest  Christian  pascha 
the  anniversary  of  the  farewell  supper  on  the  evening  of  the 
fourteenth  of  Nisan."^  A  little  farther  on  he  says  that  ''an 
obvious  contrariety  was  soon  experienced  between  the  Jewish 
and  the  Christian  idea  associated  with  the  word  pascha.  To 
the  Jew  it  expressed  rejoicing — the  memory  of  deliverance; 
to  the  Christian  it  suggested,  in  the  first  instance,  the  remem- 
brance of  sorrow  and  loss,  the  death  of  his  benefactor  and 
best  earthly  friend.  To  the  one  it  was  a  festival;  to  the 
other  it  was  a  fast"  ^  But,  strangely  enough,  when  we  pass 
over  a  few  pages  we  meet  with  the  following  objection  to 
the  theory  that  the  Quartodecimans  commemorated,  not  the 
Last  Supper,  but  the  death  of  Christ :  "  If  the  death-day  of 
Christ  was  observed  on  the  fourteenth  of  Nisan,  it  must 
have  been  observed  as  a  fast  day,  and  would,  therefore,  have 
been  in  harmony  with  the  prolonged  course  of  fasting  which 
preceded  the  anniversary  of  the  resurrection.  But  the  com- 
plaint against  the  Quartodecimans,  as  we  have  seen,  was 
this — ^that  by  keeping  the  fourteenth  of  Nisan  they  inter- 
rupted with  a  feast,  which  the  old  pascha  or  Passover 
properly  was,  the  continuous  fasting  of  passion  week."* 
This  is,  I  believe,  perfectly  correct  as  a  statement  of  the 
fact ;  but  then  it  is  not  easily  reconciled  with  the  previous 
passage,  and  it  is  quite  as  fatal  to  Mr  Tayler's  own  view  as 
to  the  one  against  which  it  is  urged.  It  becomes  necessary, 
however,  to  examine  the  evidence  relating  to  the  Quarto- 
decimans' usage  on  this  point. 

1  P.  114.  «  P.  115.  •  P.  121  «g. 
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We  have  already  seen  that  the  one  charge  brought  against 
them  was  that  they  kept  the  Passover  on  the  wrong  day,  and 
there  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  that  they  violated  the 
practice,  common  to  Jews  and  Christians,  of  treating  the 
celebration  as  a  feast.  Eosebius  says,  "They  thought  they 
ought  to  keep  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  moon  at  the  feojA  of 
the  saving  Passover/"  so  that  it  was  necessary  to  terminate  the 
fast  on  that  day,  whatever  day  of  the  week  it  might  be,  where- 
as the  other  churches  thought  they  ought  not  to  break  the  fast 
except  on  the  day  of  the  resurrection ;  and  to  this  effect  was 
the  decision  come  to  by  various  synods.^  This  dear  statement 
is  confirmed  by  the  letter  of  Constantine.  His  objection  to 
the  Quartodecimans  is  that  they  "fulfilled  that  most  holy 
feast  in  conformity  with  the  custom  of  the  Jews."  He 
thought  it  most  impious  that  there  should  be  discord  in 
regard  to  such  a  feast,  for  the  day  of  our  liberty  which  the 
Saviour  handed  down  was  one ;  and  it  was  "  unbecoming  that 
in  the  same  days  some  should  be  devoted  to  fasts,  and  others 
be  holding  banquets,  and  that  after  the  days  of  the  Passover 
some  should  be  engaged  in  feasts  and  recreation,  and  others 
be  given  to  the  appointed  fasts."  The  sum  of  the  whole 
matter  was  that  the  minority  gave  way,  and  "  it  was  agreeable 
to  the  common  judgment  of  all  that  the  most  holy  feaxi  of 
the  Passover  should  be  celebrated  on  one  and  the  same  day." 
All  this  is  so  explicit  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  what  was 
the  nature  of  the  question  in  the  time  of  Constantine,  and 
what  Eusebius  believed  it  to  have  been  in  the  time  of 
Polycrates.  Eusebius  had  all  the  documents  before  him,  and 
in  the  passages  which  he  quotes  there  is  nothing  inconsistent 
with  this  view.  The  whole  dispute  turns  on  the  observance 
of  one  day  rather  than  another.  The  fragment  from  the 
letter  of   Irenieus,  too,  while  pointing    out    that    different 

1  K  E.,  V.  23. 
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churches  had  different  usages  in  regard  to  the  chara<^ter  and 
length  of  the  fast,  makes  no  suggestion  that  the  Quarto- 
decimans  regarded  the  Passover  itself  as  a  fast,  and  his 
lajQguage  is  fully  explained  by  the  supposition  that  their  one 
error  consisted  in  keeping  the  feast  too  soon.  We  need  have 
no  hesitation,  therefore,  in  accepting  Eusebius'  testimony,  and 
believing  that  from  first  to  last  this  was  the  one  point  which 
caused  a  division  in  the  Church.  I  may  add  that  among 
heretical  sects,  Montamsts,  Novatians,  Audians,  which  con- 
formed more  or  less  closely  to  the  Jewish  time,  there  is  no 
hint  that  the  Passover  was  ever  anything  but  a  f east^  To 
this  extent,  then,  the  whole  Church  remained  "  Jewish,"  that 
the  Passover  bore  distinctly  the  marks  of  a  festival 

The  celebration  was,  as  we  have  seen,  preceded  by  a  fast. 
This  was  under  no  fixed  rule,  but  was  of  varying  length  in 
different  places.  Irensdus,  in  his  letter,  says  some  fasted  one 
day,  others  two,  others  more,  and  some  for  forty  hours  of  day 
and  night.  By  the  time  of  Eusebius  the  fast  had  extended  to 
six  weeks,  or,  more  exactly,  forty  days,  in  imitation  of  the 
zeal  of  Moses  and  Elijah.^  But  we  learn  from  Socrates  that 
even  in  his  time  this  was  not  a  universal  custom ;  for  instance, 
the  Romans  only  fasted  for  three  weeks,  making  an  exception 
of  Saturday  and  Sunday.'  In  Constantinople  and  the  sur- 
rounding countries  as  far  as  Phoenicia  they  extended  the 
fast  to  seven  weeks,  while  the  Montanists  restricted  it  to  two.^ 
According  to  the  Apostolical  Constitutions  the  fast  was  to  be 
kept  for  six  days  before  Easter  Sunday,  and  to  terminate  at 
cock-crow  on  the  morning  of  that  day.^  As  the  Church  was 
without  a  fixed  role  in  regard  to  the  dinration  of  the  fast,  so 

1  See  Sozomen,  vi.  xxiv.  6,  7,  vn.  zviii. ;  Socrates,  v.  21,  22 ;  Epiph., 
H<xr.,  L  I,  Ixx.  9. 
«  In  Mai,  §§  4-5.  >  v.  22. 

*  Sozomen,  vn.  xix.  7.  '  v.  15,  18. 
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was  it  with  respect  to  the  predae  character  of  the  abslaiieiiee,^ 
and  the  meaning  to  be  attached  to  itw  With  Eosebiiis  it  was 
"a  symbcJ  of  sorrow,  on  acconnt  of  oar  former  aina,  and  in 
memory  of  the  saving  passion."  ^  I  am  not  aware,  however, 
that  there  is  any  ground  for  attribating  this  meaning  to  it  in 
earlier  timea  A  distinct  memorial  of  the  passion  would  not 
have  lasted  for  forty  days,  and  it  seems  most  likely  thai 
the  fast  was  originally  an  ascetic  preparation  for  the  great 
festival  of  the  redemption ;  that  its  length  was  determined  by 
local  feeling  or  by  Old  Testament  examples;  and  that  every- 
one attached  to  it  such  significance  as  the  season  and  a  time 
of  self-discipline  suggested  That  the  passion  should  be 
specially  remembered  on  the  previous  Friday  is  only  what  we 
should  expect  According  to  the  Apostolical  Constitutions 
one  object  of  the  fast  was  to  mourn  for  the  destmcticHi 
brought  upon  the  Jews  by  their  impiety;  for  even  Christ 
himself  wept  over  them,  as  they  knew  not  the  time  of  their 
visitation.  The  fast  was  to  be  kept  on  the  Wednesday  and 
Friday  on  account  of  the  betrayal  and  the  passion,  and  to  be 
more  strictly  observed  on  the  Friday  and  the  Sabbath,  when 
the  bridegroom  was  taken  away.*  We  need  not,  however, 
dwell  further  on  these  varieties  of  usage.  Sufficient  has  been 
said  to  show  that  for  centuries  the  Church  was  largely 
tolerant  of  local  custom.  An  exception  was  made  in  regard 
to  the  Quartodedman  peculiarity  because  the  Passover  was 
the  great  festival  of  the  year,  and,  as  Constantine  said,  it 
seemed  unbecoming  that  Christians  should  not  unite  in 
the  time  of  its  celebration.  Other  differences  were  qtdte 
subordinate,  and  did  not  mark  such  an  obvious  line  of 
separation  within  the  Christian  Church^ 

1  Soc,  ibid,  >  In  Mai,  §  ii.  *  Ap,  CotuL^  v.  15, 18. 

*  For  fuller  infonnation  and  references  about  the  fast,  see  Schilrar,  De 
Controv.  pakk,^  §  tIL 
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That  the  fast  terminated,  at  the  latest,  very  early  on  Easter 
morning  we  know  from  express  testimony.  The  first  part 
of  a  letter  addressed  by  Dionysius  of  Alexandria  to  his 
*'  beloved  son  and  brother  Basilides  "  relates  to  this  question.^ 
Basilides,  who,  as  we  learn  from  Eusebius,'  was  bishop  of  the 
parishes  in  Pentapolis,  had  consulted  Dionysius  about  the 
hour  for  concluding  the  fast  He  did  so  owing  to  a  difference 
of  opinion  among  the  brethren,  some  thinking  they  should  do 
it  at  cock-crow,  others  "from  the  evening"  (that  is,  the 
evening  before  Easter  Sunday),  the  brethren  in  Rome,  as  was 
alleged,  following  the  former  practice,  "  those  here  "  (in  Egypt, 
or  perhaps  the  East  generally)  closing  the  fast  sooner.  He 
was  at  a  loss  how  to  fix  an  exact  hour;  for  while  it  would  be 
**  acknowledged  by  all  alike  "  that  they  ought  to  begin  their 
festivities  after  the  time  of  the  resurrection  of  our  Lord,  and 
to  humble  their  souls  with  fasts  up  to  that  time,  the  Gkxspels 
contained  no  exact  statement  of  the  hour  at  which  he  rose. 
Dionysius  in  reply  considers  the  accounts  in  the  Gospels,  and 
then  pronounces  his  opinion  for  the  guidance  of  those  who 
inquire  at  what  hour  or  half  hour  or  quarter  of  an  hour  they 
ought  "  to  begin  the  rejoicing  at  the  resurrection  of  oinr  Lord 
from  the  dead."  He  blamed  as  negligent  those  who  were  in 
too  great  a  hurry,  and  ended  the  fast  before  midnight;  he 
highly  applauded  those  who  held  out  till  the  fourth  watch ; 
and  those  who  took  an  intermediate  position  he  would  not 
molest,  for  all  were  not  equally  tolerant  of  the  six  days  of 
fasting,  and  these  days  were  kept  with  very  different  degrees 
of  strictness.  Mr  Tayler^  says  that  the  "strong  assertion" 
in  this  passage  (that  all  would  acknowledge  that  the  fast 
should  terminate  at  the  horn:  of  the  resurrection)  "should  be 

^  A  careful  edition  of  the  letter  is  contained  in  Roath,  Bdiq.  Sac^  iii  pp. 
«  KE,^yiL  26.  »  P.  112. 
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noticed,  as  marking  the  point  which  the  triumph  of  the 
Catholic  principle  had  already  reached/'  and,  farther,  that 
"  it  is  quite  evident ....  that  in  the  time  of  Dionysins  tlie 
word  ircurxa,  in  the  view  which  had  then  become  predomiiiaiit 
in  the  Catholic  Chnreh,  had  passed  on  from  its  original 
association  with  the  fourteenth  of  Nisan  to  a  fixed  position 
in  the  first  day  of  the  week,  on  which  Christ  was  believed 
to  have  risen,  and  had  acquired  a  meaning  equivalent  to 
our  Easter,  as  the  anniversary  of  the  resurrection."  These 
remarks  appear  to  me  to  be  very  misleading ;  for  they  snrely 
imply  that  the  state  of  things  portrayed  in  the  epistie  was 
comparatively  recent,  and  that  the  general  body  of  the  Church 
had  once  been  Quartodedman,  and  had  undergone  a  gradual 
change,  which  was  still  in  progresa  But  of  this  there  is  not 
a  particle  of  evidence.  When  we  first  hear  of  the  question, 
the  Roman  custom  is  fully  established,  and  believed  to  rest 
on  a  very  early  tradition.  When  it  was  introduced  it  is 
impossible  to  say  with  confidence;  but  there  is  no  ground 
of  any  sort  for  the  implied  suggestion  that  the  churches  of 
Rome  and  Alexandria  were  ever  Quartodedman.  Whether 
the  Passover  commemorated  only  the  resurrection  will  appear 
in  the  sequel 

Before  leaving  the  subject  of  the  fast  we  must  observe  that 
the  night  before  the  day  of  the  Passover  was  spent  in  a 
vigil.^  The  reason  for  this  observance  was  twofold ;  because 
in  it  Christ  returned  to  life  after  his  passion,  and  was,  in  it, 
to  receive  his  kingdom.^  Hieronymus  relates  a  tradition  of 
the  Jews  that  Christ  would  come  in  the  middle  of  the  night, 
as  in  the  Egyptian  time  when  the  Passover  was  celebrated ; 
and  to  this  he  traces  the  apostolic  tradition  that  in  the  day 
of  the  vigil  of  the  Passover  it  was  not  allowable  to  dismiss 

1  See  an  account  of  yigils  in  Congtit,  Apod.,  y.  19. 
'  Lactant,  Div,  Ind.,  viL  19. 
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the  people  before  midnight,  while  they  awaited  the  advent 
of  Christ.  After  that  time,  presmning  that  they  were  secure, 
all  kept  the  festal  day.^  Now  a  narrative  in  Sozomen^ 
connects  the  feast  of  the  resurrection  with  this  vigil,  and 
distinguishes  it  from  the  Passover.  He  tells  us  that  after 
the  deposition  of  John  (Chrysostom),  ''  when  the  forty  days' 
fast  was  already  ceasing,  in  the  sacred  night  itself  in  which 
the  annual  festival  in  commemoration  of  the  resurrection  of 
Christ  is  celebrated,  his  partisans  were  driven  out  of  the 
church,"  and  on  the  following  day  they  celebrated  the 
Passover  in  a  public  bath,  under  bishops  and  presbyters  and 
the  rest  whose  function  it  is  to  administer  ecclesiastical  affairs. 
This  seems  to  imply  that  even  at  this  late  period  the  dis- 
tinctive feast  of  the  resurrection  took  place  at  night,  at  the 
proper  horn:  for  the  cessation  of  the  fast,  and  that  the  Passover, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  mode  of  its  celebration,  was  a 
separate  rite,  with  its  own  significance.  It  is  therefore  not 
safe  to  assume  that  in  the  Catholic  Church  the  Passover  had 
become  simply  "  the  anniversary  of  the  resurrection,"  though, 
as  we  shall  see,  the  memory  of  Christ's  triumph  over  death 
entered  largely  into  the  Christian  interpretation  of  the 
festival. 

In  endeavouring  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  Christian 
Passover  we  may  begin  with  a  late  writer,  whose  statements 
are  sufficiently  full  and  explicit.  The  writer  of  the  Paschal 
Ghronide,  having  remarked  that  Christ,  as  the  true  Lamb, 
was  sacrificed  for  us  at  the  feast  of  the  legal  Passover,  and 
rose  the  third  day,  when  the  priest  was  required  to  offer  the 
sheaf,  says  that  the  typical  Passover  was  brought  to  an  end, 
the  real    Passover    having   come.    In  memory  of  this  the 

1  See  Gieseler,  Kirth.^  i.  i.  §  53,  note  11.    See,  also,  Sociatea,  yii  5,  "the 
accustomed  vigiL" 
*  vni.  xxi. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


474  PASCHAL  CONTROVERSY 

Church  kept  the  Feast  of  the  PaasoTer  every  year ;  and  tbe 
writer  deecribes  this  as  "the  holy  feast  of  the  resunectiaD 
of  Christ  our  God  from  the  dead."  ^  Although  the  Paasover 
is  here  called  the  feast  of  the  resarrectioii,  it  is  dear  from 
what  goes  before  that  the  memory  of  the  passion  was  induded 
The  resorreetion  was  the  crowning  event,  and  presupposed 
the  death,  whereas  the  death  did  not  necessarily  presuppose 
the  resurrection;  and  accordingly  a  reference  to  the  resur- 
rection might  indnde  both  the  death  of  the  tme  Lamb  and 
the  presentation  of  the  first  fmits  from  the  dead.  EUsewhere 
the  author  points  out  the  propriety  of  celebrating  the  feast 
of  salvation  after  Christ's  resurrection,  which  took  place  m 
the  sixteenth  of  the  month,*  and  from  this  year  Christums 
began  to  keep  the  quickening  feast  of  the  resurrection.'  It 
appears,  however,  that  there  were  some  who  blamed  the 
Church  for  applying  the  name  of  iriaya  to  the  feast  of  tbe 
resurrection,  not  knowing  apparently  the  meaning  of  the 
word^;  for  it  is  a  Hebrew  term  signifying  a  passing  over, 
a  going  out,  an  overstepping.  The  Church,  therefore, 
necessarily  applies  the  name  of  ircurxa  not  only  to  the  passioD 
of  the  Lord,  but  also  to  his  resurrection;  for  it  is  throu^ 
his  passion  and  resurrection  that  human  nature  has  obtained 
the  passing  over,  and  going  out,  and  overstepping  of  him  who 
has  the  dominion  of  death ;  for  if  the  death  of  Christ  bestowed 
this  boon  upon  us,  much  more  his  resurrection,  when  he  rose 
from  the  dead,  the  first  fruits  of  them  that  dept  The 
Israelites  were  instructed  to  call  only  the  fourteenth  day 
Passover,  owing  to  the  events  of  thdr  history;  but  the 
Church,  for  the  reason  given,  necessarily  assigns  this  name 
not  only  to  the  passion  and  death  of  Christ  but  also  to  his 
resurrection.    The  author  concludes  his  discussion  with  the 

*  P.  15  tg.  *  P.  413  «?•  »  P.  42a 

^  The  writer  probably  refers  to  a  confusion  between  the  word  and  ««(rx»- 
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words,  "Christ  our  Passover  was  sacrificed  and  rose  for  us, 
and  we  call  the  death  and  the  resurrection  of  the  Lord 
Passover/'^  It  is  dear,  then,  that  in  the  opinion  of  this 
writer  of  the  seventh  century  the  Passover  was  a  com- 
memoration of  the  two  great  acts  of  redemption,  but  that 
there  was  a  tendency  to  lay  the  chief  stress  on  the  closing 
act  of  triumph  over  death. 

As  the  Passover  had  this  twofold  reference,  it  is  not  sur- 
prising that  earlier  writers  allude  to  it  sometimes  under  one 
of  its  aspects,  sometimes  under  the  other.  Sozomen  speaks 
of  the  "  first  day  of  the  resurrection  feast."  '  The  feast  as  a 
whole  would  naturally  commemorate  the  more  joyful  event, 
and  yet  the  first  day,  the  proper  Passover,  might  seem  to 
unite  it  with  the  passion,  which  had  just  preceded.  Socrates 
accordingly  assigns  to  the  "Feast  of  the  Passover"  "the 
memory  of  the  saving  passion."  '  Ooing  back  to  a  still  earlier 
time,  we  find  that  Constantine  describes  it  as  "  the  feast  from 
which  we  have  received  the  hope  of  immortality,"  and  yet  in 
the  same  letter  he  says  that  "  our  Saviour  has  handed  down 
as  one  the  day  of  our  liberty,  that  is,  the  day  of  the  most 
holy  passion."  Eusebius  combines  the  two  ideas,  but  makes 
the  memory  of  the  passion  the  more  prominent.  The  Jewish 
Passover,  he  says,  was  only  typical,  as  is  proved  by  Paul's 
saying,  "Christ  our  Passover  was  sacrificed  for  us."  The 
Baptist  gives  the  reason  for  the  sacrifice :  "  Behold  the  Lamb 
of  God  who  takes  away  the  sin  of  the  world."  ^  It  is  dear 
that  the  passion  is  here  the  uppermost  thought;  and  we  must 
observe  that  Eusebius  sees  no  inconsistency  between  this  and 
a  feast  of  liberty,^  and  the  celebration  of  that  feast  on  the 
Lord's  Day.  Indeed,  he  insists  that,  whereas  the  Jews  killed 
the  sheep  of  the  Passover  only  once  a  year,  "  we  of  the  new 

*  Pp.  424  iqq,  *  vn.  xix.  6.  *  ▼.  22. 

*  In  Mai,  §  I.  *  §  3. 
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covenant  on  each  Lord's  Day  celebrate  our  own  PaaaoTer,  are 
always  filled  with  the  saving  body,  always  participate  in  tbe 
blood  of  the  sheep,  always  gird  np  the  loins  of  our  soul  with 
purity  and  sobriety,"  are  always  delivered  from  ^ypt;  for 
we  must  do  these  things,  not  once  a  year,  bat  every  day. 
"  Wherefore  also  every  week  we  celebrate  the  Feast  of  cor 
Passover,  on  the  saving  and  dominical  day,  of  the  tme  Sheep, 
throogh  whom  we  were  redeemed,  fulfilling  the  mysteries."^ 
And  again  he  says  that  we  ought  to  eat  the  Passover  with 
Christ,  removing  from  our  minds  all  the  leaven  of  wickedness 
and  anointing  the  doorposts  of  our  mind  with  the  Uood  of 
the  Sheep  sacrificed  for  us ;  and  this  not  at  one  period  of  tbe 
whole  year,  but  every  week.'  And  yet  again  he  says,  "  We 
celebrate  the  same  mysteries  through  the  whole  year,"  fastang 
every  Friday  in  memory  of  the  saving  passion,  and  eveiy 
Lord's  Day  quickened  by  the  sanctified  body  of  the  same 
saving  Passover,  and  sealing  our  souls  with  his  precious  blood.' 
The  weekly  celebration  referred  to  must  be  the  Lord's  Supper; 
and  we  are  thus  reminded  that  even  the  Lord's  Supper  was 
not  a  mere  memorial  of  Christ's  farewell  meal,  bat  cam- 
memorated  the  new  covenant  and  the  price  which  was  needed 
for  its  ratification,  the  body  broken  and  the  blood  shed  upon 
the  cross ;  and  in  declaring  the  Lord's  death  until  he  came  h 
at  least  suggested  the  thought  of  the  resurrection.  But  I  do 
not  think  we  can  infer  from  the  words  of  Eusebius  that  tiie 
Passover  consisted  only  of  the  Lord's  Supper;  for  he  dearly 
implies  that  there  was  an  annual  festival  which  must  hare 
been  distinguished  in  some  way  from  the  weekly  service.  He 
only  extends  the  name  to  the  Lord's  Supper  because  it  was  a 
constant  memorial  of  the  true  Passover  Lamb,  and  ought  to 
be  followed  by  the  spiritual  results  which  were  symbolized  hy 
the  Jewish  ceremonial 

*§7.  *§".  »§ix 
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A  little  earlier,  Peter,  bishop  of  Alexandria,^  quotes  from 
one  Trecentius  the  statement,  **  For  we  have  no  other  pmrpose 
than  to  keep  the  memory  of  his  passion,  and  at  the  time 
when  those  who  from  the  beginning  were  eye-witnesses  have 
handed  down."  ^  This  description  of  the  feast  is  not  called  in 
question  by  the  bishop,  whose  object  it  is  to  refute  the  view 
of  Trecentius  that  the  Jews  were  always  in  error,  and  that 
even  their  ancient  celebration  of  the  Passover  had  nothing 
to  do  with  Christians.  We  may,  therefore,  accept  this  as 
another  example  of  the  indifference  with  which  the  feast  was 
described  as  a  commemoration  of  the  passion  or  of  the 
resurrection.  Ooing  back  for  another  century,  we  find  that 
Tertullian,  in  recommending  suitable  days  for  baptism, 
connects  the  Passover  with  the  Passion,^  while  he  reserves  the 
resurrection  for  Pentecost*;  but  this  is  quite  an  incidental 
expression  suggested  by  another  subject,  and  can  hardly  be 
taken  as  a  proof  that  the  African  Church  did  not  com- 
memorate the  resurrection  as  well  as  the  passion  at  their 
Passover. 

We  must  now  turn  to  the  Quartodecimana  We  have 
already  seen  that  the  only  point  of  controversy  between  them 
and  the  rest  of  Catholic  Christendom  related  to  the  day  of 
celebration.  We  might,  therefore,  infer  that  they  too  kept  the 
Passover  in  memory  of  the  passion  and  resurrection ;  and  this 
inference  is  confirmed  by  such  evidence  as  we  possess.  Accord- 
ing to  Eusebius,  in  whose  time,  we  must  remember,  the 
controversy  was  still  agitating  the  Church,  the  Quarto- 
decimans  kept  the  Feast  of  the  Passover  on  the  day  on  which 
the  Jews  were  commanded  to  kill  the  sheep,  and  thus  termin- 
ated the  fast  without  regard  to  the  day  of  the  week,  whereas 

*  Appointed  300  A.D.  *  Chron,  Pasch.^  p.  7. 
3  Cum  et  paasio  domini  m  qua  tingaimnr  adimpleta  est 

*  De  Bap^itmo^  19. 
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the  rest  of  Christendom  thought  the  fast  ought  not  to  be 
broken  except  on  the  day  of  the  resorrection,  «nd  a  decree 
was  issued  by  letters  from  various  synods  that  the  mysteiy 
of  the  Lord's  resurrection  from  the  dead  should  not  be 
celebrated  except  on  the  Lord's  Day,  and  on  this  day  alone 
they  should  bring  the  fast  to  an  endL^  Here  it  is  evident 
that  in  the  Church  at  large  the  memory  of  the  resaiTectioo 
was  an  essential  part  of  the  celebration;  and  it  is  equally 
dear  that  it  was  so  with  the  Quartodedmans,  for  the  point  of 
the  objection  to  them  is  not  that  they  confined  their  com- 
memoration to  the  Last  Supper  or  to  the  passion,  bat  that 
they  broke  the  fast,  and  thereby  commemorated  the  resur- 
rection too  soon.  No  doubt  the  killing  of  the  sheep  reminded 
them  as  well  as  their  opponents  of  the  passion;  but  of  a 
commemoration  of  the  Last  Supper  of  which  Jesus  partook 
with  his  diBciples  there  is  not  a  hint  Theodoret,  in  his  v&j 
brief  article  on  the  Quartodecimans,  says  that  they  kept  ''the 
Feast  of  the  Passover "  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  moon, 
and,  having  misunderstood  the  apostolic  tradition,  did  no4 
await  the  day  of  the  Lord's  resurrection  but  celebrated  "the 
memory  of  the  passion  "  on  whatever  day  of  the  week  ^ 
fourteenth  might  falL^  He  might  seem  here  to  disfcingui^ 
the  memory  of  the  passion  from  that  of  the  resurrection,  and 
to  ascribe  only  the  former  to  the  Quartodecimana  But  I  do 
not  think  this  is  intended ;  for  it  in  no  way  affects  the  point 
of  his  objection,  and  the  one  really  included  the  other.  He 
speaks  of  the  Quartodedman  celebration  as  a  ''feast,"  which 
makes  it  probable  that  it  referred  to  the  joyful  as  well  as 
the  mournful  part  of  the  closing  scenes  of  Christ's  earthly 
life ;  and  it  was  quite  as  inappropriate  to  celebrate  one  as  the 
other  on  any  day  of  the  week  indiscriminately.  In  any  case 
there  is  no  referetice  to  the  Last  Supper. 

»  H.  E.f  iii.  23.  «  HcBnt.fab.  cmp^  UL  4. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


DISPUTE  ONLY  ABOUT  THE  DAY  479 

We  must  turn,  however,  to  such  contemporary  evidence  as 
we  posses&  This  fully  confirms  the  representations  of 
Eusebius.  Polycrates,  in  his  letter,  speaks  simply  of  keeping 
a  particular  day,  and  not  only  makes  no  allusion  to  any 
difference  of  meaning  attached  to  the  day,  but  says  expressly 
that  in  keeping  it  they  transgressed  in  nothing,  but  followed 
''  according  to  the  rule  of  the  faith."  We  have  not  the  words 
of  Victor's  decree  of  excommunication;  but  from  Irenasus' 
letter  of  remonstrance  we  may  safely  infer  that  it  was  based 
solely  upon  the  difference  in  the  time  of  observance.  IrensBus 
concedes  that  the  mystery  of  the  Lord's  resurrection  ought  to 
hf^  celebrated  only  on  the  Lord's  Day,  clearly  implying  that 
this  was  the  point  in  dispute.  He  then  informs  Victor  that 
this  was  not  the  only  subject  of  debate;  again,  I  think, 
implying  that  this  was  the  only  one  of  which  the  Roman 
bishop  had  taken  notice.  ^  What  other  source  of  variation, 
then,  does  he  mention  ?  Not  a  difference  in  the  character  of 
the  celebration,  not  a  difference  in  the  events  which  were 
commemorated,  but  only  a  variety  in  the  length  of  the 
preceding  fast.  This  did  not  interfere  with  the  communion 
of  the  churches,  but  only  confirmed  the  harmony  of  the  faith. 
Eusebius  gives  us  only  portions  of  the  letter;  but  the 
implication  clearly  is  that  in  like  manner  the  observance  of 
this  day  rather  than  that  ought  not  to  interrupt  communion. 
He  supports  this  argument  by  an  appeal  to  history.  He  says 
that  the  Roman  bishops  from  Xystus  ^  to  Anicetus,'  though 
not  themselves  observing,  nevertheless  maintained  communion 
with  those  who  did  observe';  and  when  Polycarp  visited 
Anicetus,  though  neither  could  persuade  the  other  to  depart 

1  About  1 1 5  ^.D.  *  Died  about  166. 

s  'Er^piTtf'air,  /i^  riipovpTMs,  etc.,  have  no  object  expressed ;  but  it  seema 
erident  from  the  whole  scope  of  the  epistle  that  the  fourteenth  day  mast 
be  understood. 
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from  an  ancient  costom,  the  latter  permitted  the  f <»iner  to 
celebrate  the  Eucharist  in  the  chnrch.  Finally,  the  only  part 
of  the  epistle  from  the  bishops  of  Palestine  which  Ensebiiis 
thinks  it  necessary  to  quote  contains  an  assuranoe  that  "  in 
Alexandria  also  they  celebrate  on  the  same  day  as  we  do," 
as  had  been  learned  by  an  exchange  of  letters. 

Thus  all  our  evidence  combines  to  show  that  the  whole  con- 
troversy turned  upon  the  day  on  which  the  Passover  should 
be  celebrated,  and  here  the  question  lay,  not  between  two 
consecutive  days  of  the  month,  but  between  a  fixed  day  of 
the  month  and  a  fixed  day  of  the  week. 

We  must  now  review  the  arguments  which  were  advanced 
on  each  side,  so  far  as  the  fragments  which  have  come  down 
to  us  will  enable  us  to  do  so ;  for  we  shall  thus  gain  a  clearer 
insight  into  the  nature  of  the  controversy,  and  test  the  modern 
allegation  that  the  Quartodeciman  practice  was  founded  oo 
the  Synoptic  chronology,  that  of  the  rest  of  the  Church  on 
the  Johannine. 

First  of  all,  appeal  was  made  on  both  sides  to  traditicm. 
The  Asiatics  appealed  to  the  example  of  Philip  of  Hier- 
apolis,  one  of  the  twelve  apostles,  John  of  Ephesus,  who 
leaned  on  the  breast  of  the  Lord,  and  an  unbroken  succession 
of  bishops  ^ ;  and,  according  to  IreniBus,  this  appeal  was  made 
by  Polycarp,  when  he  visited  Rome,  and  found  there  a 
diiFerent  custom  from  his  own.*  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Roman  Anicetus  appealed  only  to  the  custom  of  the  Presbyters 
who  preceded  him ;  and  it  is  remarkable  that  Irenaeus,  while 
agreeing  with  the  Roman  custom,  traces  it  back  only  to  the 
time  of  Xystua  It  is  not  till  a  much  later  period  that  we 
hear  of  a  western  reliance  on  the  apostles  Paul  and  Peter.' 
Eusebius  tells  us  that  the  bishops  of  Palestine,  at  the  time  of 

*  Letter  of  Polycratee.  «  Letter  to  Victor. 

'  Socrates,  ▼.  22.    Sozomen,  vn.  xiz.  i. 
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the  controversy  with  Victor,  referred  to  the  tradition  which 
had  come  down  to  them  from  the  saccession  of  the  apostle& 
Socrates  seems  to  treat  all  these  traditions  as  of  little  value, 
because  none  of  the  combatants  could  produce  a  written 
authority.^  I  think  this  is  almost  an  unreasonable  scepticism 
in  regard  to  the  statements  of  Irenseus;  but  however  this 
may  be,  it  seems  evident  that  before  the  controversy  broke 
out  the  different  customs  had  become  established,  and  were 
followed  as  a  matter  of  course  till  they  were  challenged  from 
the  outside,  and  then  appeal  was  made  in  the  first  instance  to 
tradition,  and  only  afterwards  more  elaborate  arguments  were 
sought  for  to  justify  a  practice  which  had  become  intertwined 
with  the  religious  affections  of  the  people.^ 

When  arguments  were  at  last  resorted  to,  it  is  impossible 
to  say  in  what  order  they  were  devised  and  marshalled ;  but 
we  may  conjecture  that  recourse  would  be  had  in  the  first 
instance  to  the  Jewish  law.  The  festival  was,  by  universal 
consent,  the  Passover;  and  about  the  observance  of  the 
Passover  very  precise  directions  were  given  in  the  law  of 
Moses.  Accordingly,  Pseudo-Tertullian  tells  us  that  Blastus 
(a  Quartodedman  Montanist  in  Rome)  affirmed  ''that  the 
Passover  ought  not  to  be  kept  except  in  accordance  with  the 
law  of  Moses  on  the  fourteenth  of  the  month."*  Hippolytus 
too  refers  to  the  Quartodecimans'  regard  for  what  was 
written  in  the  law,  that  he  should  be  cursed  who  did  not 
keep  the  commandments^;  and  Epiphanius  chides  them  for 

»  Ibid. 

^  In  regard  to  the  Palestuiian  appeal  to  the  apostles  I  may  venture  to 
suggest  that  the  apostles  were  not  very  likely  to  adopt  the  somewhat 
complicated  Roman  mode  of  reckoning  Easter,  or  to  depart  from  the  Jewish 
day  of  celebrating  the  Passover  ;  but  having  kept  the  PAssover  at  the  usual 
time  in  memory  of  the  passion,  they  may  have  observed  the  following 
Sunday  with  peculiar  solemnity  in  memory  of  the  resurrection.  Thus  a 
starting-point  would  have  been  supplied  for  divergent  practices. 

3  Adv,  omn.  hm.^  §  8.  *  Ref,y  viii.  18. 

31 
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making  use  of  the  saying  in  the  law,  "  CuTBed  is  he  who  shall 
not  keep  the  Passover  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  month."  ^ 
These  precise  words  are  not  found  in  the  Old  Testament,  but 
they  are  contained  inf  erentially  in  the  corse  against  all  who 
did  not  observe  the  law.' 

The  reply  to  this  argument  was  easy :  it  would  carry  the 
Quartodecimans  a  great  deal  farther  than  they  were  willing 
to  go.  They  would  be  cursed  if  they  were  not  circumcised,  if 
they  did  not  pay  tithes,  if  they  did  not  bring  offerings  to 
Jerusalem.'  As  the  Apostle  had  said,  they  would  be  debtcx^ 
to  do  the  whole  law,  if  they  bound  themselves  to  one 
commandment  The  true  Passover  had  come,  and  was  oc 
longer  to  be  kept  in  the  letter.^  The  Jewish  ceremonies  were 
only  a  shadow  of  things  to  come,  and  now  that  Judaism  had 
been  changed  into  Christianity,  the  literal  and  typical  rites  of 
the  Mosaic  law  had  ceased.  It  was  not  the  purpose  of  H^ 
Saviour  or  his  apostles  to  legislate  about  feast  days,  bat  to 
introduce  an  upright  life  and  piety.^  And  if  the  Qoarto- 
decimans  thought  that  they  ought  to  follow  the  Jewish 
practice  because  Christ  did  so,  then  they  ought  to  do  every- 
thing else  which  he  did  in  a  Jewish  fashion.^  We  must  not 
however,  conclude  from  this  mode  of  reply  that  the  opponent^ 
of  the  Quartodecimans  had  detached  their  feast  from  the 
Passover,  and  become  indifferent  to  the  ancient  law,  but  only 
that  they  were  willing  to  interpret  it  with  a  certain  latitude 
of  meaning.  As  the  writer  of  the  Paschal  Chronicle  8»js, 
the  typical  Passover  came  to  an  end  through  the  death  and 
resurrection  of  Christ,  the  true  Passover ;  and  in  memory  of 

1  H<Br,y  Li.  *  See  also  the  account  of  Sabbatius  in  Socrates,  vvl  5. 

s  Epiph.,  ibid,,  2.  «  Hip.,  (M 

*  Eiueb.  in  Mai,  §  i ;  Socr.,  y.  22,  near  beginning.  See  also  a  ^  Ducouae 
on  the  Resurrection  of  Christ,''  attributed  to  Epiphanius  (Mig&e,  oolTunn 
468  iq.)f  and  Aphraates,  Hom^,  zii.  4. 

*  Socr.,  ibid.    See  also  Chron.  PoKk.,  pp.  12,  16. 
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this  event  the  Church  of  God  kept  the  holy  feast  every  year, 
"  observing  without  error  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  first  lunar 
month,  in  which  the  legal  Passover  has  been  ordered  to  be 
celebrated,  after  the  advent  of  the  day  in  which  the  Holy 
Spirit  taught  that  the  spring  equinox  begins " ;  and  if  this 
happened  to  be  Sunday  or  any  succeeding  day  of  the  week, 
the  feast  of  the  resurrection  was  kept  on  the  following 
Sunday.^  Thus  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  month,  that  is  to 
say,  the  full  moon  at  or  after  the  vernal  equinox,  was  care- 
fully noted  by  the  westerns  as  the  indispensable  basis  of  their 
calculations,  and  they  thus  showed  their  regard  for  the  law, 
although  they  departed  from  its  letter.  This  account  is 
substantially  confirmed  by  Eusebius  some  centuries  earlier. 
In  his  treatise  on  the  Passover  he  gives  a  brief  description  of 
its  original  institution,  as  the  source  of  the  Christian  observ- 
ance, of  which  it  was  typical';  and  in  none  of  the  replies 
to  the  Quartodeciman  argument  is  it  maintained  that  the 
Christian  feast  was  not  the  Passover,  and  was  in  no  way 
dependent  on  the  ancient  commandment. 

Why,  then,  it  may  be  asked,  was  not  the  fourteenth  day 
universally  observed  ?  For  if  the  day  was  a  matter  of  in- 
difference, it  would  have  been  most  natural  to  adhere  to  the 
established  custom.  The  change  was  partly  owing  to  con- 
tempt for  the  Jews,  and  a  wish  to  be  dissociated  from  them 
as  much  as  possible — a  state  of  mind  which  finds  strong  ex- 
pression in  the  letter  of  Constantine.  I  can  hardly  suppose, 
however,  that  this  was  really  operative  in  the  first  instance, 
and  much  better  reasons  existed  Among  the  Jews,  it  is 
alleged,  certain  irregularities  had  arisen.  In  order  to  bring 
the  lunar  year  into  agreement  with  the  solar  it  was  necessary 

>  Pp.  I5«gr.,  i8«gr. 

'  Mai,  §§  I  and  6-7.    See  also  Epiph.,  Har.^  L  2,  and  Aphraates,  ffom., 
xii.  §§  1-4. 
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periodically  to  intercalate  a  month.  In  conseqaenoe  of  this 
the  determination  of  the  equinox  was  aometimeB  neglected,  so 
that,  when  the  year  was  reckoned  from  one  vernal  eqninox  to 
another,  the  Jews  sometimes  oelefarated  two  Passovers  in  one 
year,  and  none  in  the  next  To  keep  the  Passover  in  this 
way  before  the  eqtiinox  was  a  violation  of  the  law ;  and  it 
was  contended  that,  thoogh  the  Jews  in  ancient  times  had 
observed  the  correct  time  for  the  feast,  they  had  ceased  to  do 
so  from  the  time  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  ond^ 
Vespasian ;  or,  according  to  another  opinion,  from  the  date  d 
the  crucifixion.  There  was,  therefore,  a  real  reason  for 
refusing  to  follow  the  Jews  in  their  time  of  celebration,  e^en 
on  the  part  of  those  who  considered  themselves  bound  by  tiie 
commandment;  and  Socrates  tells  us  that  this  led  to  a 
division  among  the  Quartodedmans  themselves,  some  thinking 
that  they  ought  to  follow  the  Jews,  whilst  others  maintain^ 
that  the  Passover  ought  always  to  come  after  the  equinox  in 
the  Roman  month  of  April.^  Here,  then,  was  the  first  cause 
of  divergence,  the  Quartodecimans  for  the  most  part  adh^ing 
to  the  Jewish  determination  of  the  se€»on ;  the  westerns,  vbo 
were  accustomed  to  the  solar  year,  universally  celebrating  ibe 
feast  after  the  equinox. 

This  cause  of  divergence,  however,  is  not  mentioned  in  tbe 
earliest  accounts,  and  it  does  not  explain  why  the  westerns 
departed  from  the  fourteenth  day.  The  reason  for  this  may 
be  gathered  from  the  nature  of  the  Christian  festival,  and  is 
clearly  stated  by  Epiphanius.'    Regard  was  paid  to  three 

^  ▼.  22.  On  the  genexal  subject,  Bee  the  same  chapter ;  Sozomen,  vn. 
xyiii.  7  ;  Euseb.,  edited  bj  Mai,  §  12  ;  Constantine's  letter ;  Epiph.,  Har^ 
L  3  (the  words  should  be  noted  :  wapar$ipo^fi*9a  /ily  r^v  Ttir<rap€0-Kai!itKir^i 
^cp/3a(iro/icr  8^  tV  UiifAtploM,  ^po/i%y  Zh  4w\  tV  aytta^  Kvpuudiv  rh  t4\os  rv 
9V/iw\iip^<r9«ts'  Kafifidvofitw  Si  rh  wp6$aTop  iurh  (ticiriff),  Ixx.  1 1  ;  Peter  of  Alex. 
in  Chron,  Paack,y  pp.  4  fgrg. ;  Dionysius  of  Alex,  in  Euseb.,  H.  J?.,  vii.  20 ; 
Comt,  Apoitol.,  T.  17. 

*  fliw.,  1.  3,  Ixx.  11-12. 
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measures  of  time,  the  solar  year,  the  month,  and  the  week. 
The  first  decided  the  equinox,  after  which  the  festival  must 
be  held.  The  second  fixed  the  fourteenth  day,  on  which, 
under  the  law,  the  sheep  was  to  be  killed,  and  on  which, 
accordingly,  Christ  was  crucified.  But  a  week  was  observed 
instead  of  a  single  day,  partly  because  the  sheep  was  set 
apart  from  the  tenth  day  to  the  fourteenth,  and  partly 
because  the  events  connected  with  the  true  Paschal  Lamb 
were  not  limited  to  a  single  day,  but  comprised  the  resur- 
rection which  took  pla>ce  two  days  after  the  passion.  The 
fourteenth  day,  therefore,  was  comprised  within  the  week; 
but  the  breaking  of  the  fast,  and  the  celebration  of  the 
festival,  were  postponed  till  the  Lord's  Day.  If,  however, 
the  fourteenth  fell  on  a  Sunday,  the  feast  was  put  off  till 
the  next  Sunday.  I  cannot  suppose  that  this  was  due 
merely  to  a  wish  to  differ  from  the  Jews^;  but  it  seemed 
only  natural  to  dedicate  the  fourteenth  to  the  memory  of 
the  passion,  and  therefore  to  include  it  within  the  period  of 
the  fast.  There  was  also  a  further  reason  for  postponement 
in  the  fact  that  the  resurrection  took  place  subsequently  to 
the  fourteenth.*  The  writer  of  the  Paschal  Ch/ronicle  says 
that  the  postponement  was  made  for  two  reasons:  first,  it 
would  have  been  contrary  to  law  to  terminate  the  fast  on 
the  thirteenth,  before  the  moon  was  actually  full;  and, 
secondly,  it  would  have  been  unbecoming  to  carry  on  the 
fast  into  the  Lord's  Day.  It  was  therefore  necessary  to  put 
ofi  the  celebration ;  but  then,  as  the  number  ten  includes  the 
number  nine,  so  the  later  date  includes  the  earlier.'  There  is 
nothing  in  this  explanation  inconsistent  with  our  oldest 
authorities,  and  it  enables  us  to  see  how  easily  the  conflicting 

1  Pa9«^,    Chnm.^   p.    424.     For   the   dislike   of    the    Jews   see  also 
Constantine's  letter. 

^  See  FaMth.  Cfmm^  pp.  413  sgr.,  30  $q,  ^  P.  30. 
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usages  arose.  The  Jewish  festival  passed  into  the  Christian 
Church,  and  was  kept  in  memory  of  the  death  and  Tesarrectioii 
of  Christ,  the  great  redemptive  work  which  was  symbolized 
by  the  ancient  deliverance  from  Egypt  Nothing  ooold  be 
more  natural  than  the  Asiatic  adherence  to  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  law;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  as  the  Church 
became  more  and  more  Gentile,  it  was  equally  natural  to 
modify  the  time  in  accordance  ¥dth  Christian  memories, 
and  keep  the  festival  of  the  resurrection  only  on  the  Lords 
Day.  The  propriety  of  the  latter  observance  constituted,  as 
we  have  seen,  the  stress  of  the  argument  in  the  first  instance. 
So  far  the  arguments  on  each  side  have  little  or  no  bearing 
on  the  Gospel  question;  but  we  come  now  to  an  allegati(»i 
which,  if  it  could  be  substantiated,  would  lend  some  support 
to  the  opponents  of  the  Johannine  authorship.  It  is  that 
the  Quartodecimans  relied  on  the  Synoptic  chronology,  and 
rejected  the  Johannine,  whereas  the  westerns  adhered  to  the 
latter,  and  set  aside  the  former.  This  contention  appears 
to  me  to  be  founded  on  an  entire  misconception  of  the  con- 
troversy, and  not  to  be  supported  by  the  facts.  In  order  that 
the  argument  might  be  valid,  the  dispute  ought  to  have 
been  whether  the  Christian  Passover  was  to  be  kept  on  the 
thirteenth  or  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  month.  Of  such  a 
dispute  there  is  not  a  trace.  The  westerns,  as  we  have  seen, 
were  as  particular  about  observing  the  fourteenth  of  the 
month  as  the  Quartodecimans  themselves;  only,  instead  of 
holding  the  feast  on  that  day,  they  calculated  from  it  the 
Sunday  on  which  the  celebration  should  be  kept.  The  con- 
troversy, therefore,  was  not  between  adjoining  days  of  the 
month,  but  between  the  day  of  the  month  and  the  day  of 
the  week,  and  consequently  was  in  no  way  connected  with 
the  varying  chronology  of  the  Gospela  This  being  the  case, 
it  is  not  surprising  that  no  allusion  to  different  opinions 
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about  the  Ooepels  occurs  in  the  histories  of  the  controversy^ 

and    among    the    arguments    contained    in    any    connected 

treatise  against  the  Quartodedmans  there  is  no  appeal  to 

the  Fourth  Gospel.    This  fact  would  be  unintelligible  if  the 

westerns  had  really  supposed  that  the  Qospel  of  John  settled 

the  question.     It  may  be  asked,  then,  What  support  is  there 

for  the  modem  allegation?    It  rests  on  a  few  arguments 

which  have  come  down  to  us  in  complete  isolation  from 

their  context;  and  as  they  relate  to  the  date  of  the  Last 

Supper,  it  has  been  assumed  that  they  are   parts  of  the 

Quartodedman  controversy.      We  must    examine   these,  as 

well  as  some  other  statements  on  the  same  subject,  and  I 

believe  we  shall  find  that  the  difference  of  opinion  about  the 

evangelical  chronology  did  not  coincide  with  the  separation 

between  Western  and  Quartodedman,  but  that  defenders  of 

both  views  were  to  be  found  on  both  sides,  and  that  instead 

of  admitting  a  discrepancy  between  the  Synoptics  and  John, 

they  had,  with  hardly  an  exception,  some  way  of  forcing  the 

Qospels  to  speak  with  one  voice. 

Before  we  proceed  to  the  fragments  themselves,  we  must 
notice  the  opinions  of  a  few  well-known  writers,  that  we 
may  have  at  least  a  small  body  of  assured  fact  on  which  to 
base  our  judgment  of  a  more  obscure  question.  Turning 
first  to  Irenasus,  we  find  a  chapter  in  which  he  is  specially 
defending  the  Johannine  chronology  against  the  opinion  of 
the  Valentinians,  represented  by  Ptolemseus,  that  the  ministry 
of  Jesus  lasted  only  for  one  year.  He  refutes  this  opinion 
by  pointing  out  the  number  of  Passovers  which,  €MMX>rding 
to  John,  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  Jesus  had  celebrated,  and 
he  assumes  without  remark  that  finally  Christ  went  up  to 
Jerusalem,  ate  the  Passover,  and  suffered  on  the  following 
day.^    Here,  then,  while  appealing  to  the  Fourth  Qospel,  he 

»  n.  xiii.  3. 
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tadtiy  assumes  that  in  regard  to  the  Last  Sapper  and  ibe 
crucifixion  it  is  in  agreement  with  the  Synoptics.  This 
testimony  is  important  because,  as  we  know,  Irensus  thought 
the  Quartodedmans  mistaken,  and  therefore,  according  to  the 
hypothesis  we  are  considering,  he  ought  to  have  believed 
that  Jesus  partook  of  the  Last  Supper  on  the  thirteeatJi, 
and  was  crucified  on  the  day  of  the  Passover ;  yet  he  gives 
not  a  hint  that  any  difference  of  opinion  on  this  queBtion 
existed.  It  further  deserves  remark  that,  in  connection  with 
his  whole  argument,  he  appeals  to  "  all  the  elders  who  in  Asia 
had  intercourse  with  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord."  ^  This 
surely  proves  that  it  was  possible  for  Asiatics  at  onoe  to 
acknowledge  the  authority  of  the  Fourth  Qospel,  and  yet  to 
believe  that  Jesus  was  crucified  the  day  after  the  Passover. 
We  should  observe  also  that  Iren»us  wrote  a  treatise  on  tiie 
Passover,*  and  was,  therefore,  in  all  probability  quite  familiar 
with  the  arguments  current  in  his  own  day.  I  doubt  wheth^ 
IrensBUS  can  have  intended  to  contradict  the  foregoing  plam 
statement  in  a  later  passage,'  in  which  he  represents  tiie 
institution  of  the  Passover  as  prefiguring  the  suffering  of  the 
Lord;  for  Christ  might  very  naturally  be  regarded  as  the 
true  Pascha,  even  if  his  death  did  not  precisely  coincide  with 
the  slaying  of  the  paschal  lamb.  La  any  case  the  argument 
from  the  earlier  passage  remains  unaffected. 

Origen,  also,  in  commenting  on  Matthew  xxvL  17,^  follows 
the  Synoptical  account,  and  this  without  any  allusion  to  a 
different  date  in  John,  although  he  was  keenly  observant  of 
differences  between  the  Gospela  This  is  the  more  remarkable 
because  he  thinks  it  well  to  meet  an  argument  which  was 
founded  on  the  Synoptical  record.  Owing  to  the  fact,  he 
says,  that  Jesus  celebrated  the  Passover  corporeally  in  the 

^  §  5.  *  See  Fragment  vii.  in  Stieren's  edition.  '  it.  x.  i. 

*  In  Matt,  ccmmtntariorwn  aeries,  §  79,  pp.  405  $qq.  (Lom.). 
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Jewish  fashion,  some  of  the  inexperienced  may  fall  into 
Ebionism,  and  maintain  that  we,  as  imitators  of  Christ,  ought 
to  do  likewise.  To  this  he  replies  that  Jesus  was  made  under 
the  law,  not  in  order  that  he  might  leave  under  the  law  those 
who  were  under  it,  but  that  he  might  lead  them  out  of  it.  It 
was,  therefore,  unbecoming  in  those  who  had  been  previously 
outside  the  law  to  enter  into  it.  Accordingly  Christians  came 
out  from  the  letter  of  the  law,  and  through  a  spiritual 
celebration  fulfilled  all  things  which  were  there  commanded 
to  be  celebrated  corporeally.  They  cast  out  the  old  leaven 
of  malice  and  iniquity,  and  kept  the  Passover  with  the 
unleavened  bread  of  sincerity  and  truth,  Christ  feasting 
along  with  them  according  to  the  will  of  the  Lamb,  who  said, 
"  Unless  ye  eat  my  flesh  and  drink  my  blood,  ye  will  not  have 
life  abiding  in  you."  Here,  then,  we  find  the  Fourth  Gospel 
referred  to,  and  Jesus  represented  as  the  Paschal  Lamb,  and 
yet  not  a  hint  of  any  error  in  the  usual  interpretation  of  the 
Synoptic  chronology.  We  must  further  observe  that  there  is 
no  allusion  to  the  peculiarity  of  the  Quartodecimans.  The 
question  turns,  not  on  the  day  of  observance,  but  on  the 
manner  of  observance.  The  people  who  are  corrected  fall 
into  Ebionism,  a  reproach  which  was  not  brought  against  the 
Quartodecimans;  for  though  they  were  thought  to  resemble 
the  Jews  too  closely  in  one  particular,  they  were  recognised 
as  orthodox,  and,  as  Eusebius  says,  when  they  gave  way  on  the 
one  question  of  the  day  of  observance,  they  withdrew  from 
the  slayers  of  the  Lord,  and  joined  their  fellow-believers,  for 
nature  draws  like  to  like.^  And,  again,  one  of  the  objections 
against  the  Quartodecimans  was  that,  although  they  followed 
the  Jewish  reckoning,  they  did  not  carry  out  the  legal 
prescriptions  with  sufficient  C€U*e;  for  they  confined  their 
celebration  to  a  single  day,  whereas  they  ought  to  have  chosen 

1  In  Mai,  §  8. 
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the  sheep  on  the  tenth  da,y,  and  so  fasted  for  five  days,  thus 
conforming  to  the  general  practioe  of  the  Church  in  cele- 
brating a  whole  week.^  We  learn,  then,  from  Origen's 
remarks,  what  we  have  already  learned  from  the  letter  of 
Iremeos,  that  the  controversy  abont  Easter  was  not  limited 
to  the  Qnartodeciman  peculiarity.  So  important  a  division 
within  the  bosom  of  the  Catholic  Church  brought  the  whole 
subject  into  prominence,  and  afforded  an  opportunity  for 
broaching  every  kind  of  view.  The  legal  requirements,  ihe 
relation  of  the  law  to  Christianity,  the  ceremonies  to  be 
observed,  the  narratives  of  the  Gospels,  the  year  of  the 
crucifixion,  and  the  days  of  the  Last  Supper  and  the  death 
of  Jesus,  all  came  under  discussion.^  We  are  not,  th^^ore, 
warranted  in  Aflmiming  that  there  were  only  two  compact 
parties,  and  that  every  argument  and  allusion  must  refer  to 
the  single  point  by  which  they  were  divided  from  one  anoth^ . 
At  one  extreme  were  the  men  corrected  by  Origen,  who 
thought  they  must  adhere  to  the  letter  of  the  law.  These 
were  in  all  probability  Quartodecimans,  though  we  are  not 
told  so ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  they  were  representatives 
of  the  orthodox  churches  of  Asia  Minor.  At  the  other 
extreme  we  are  told  of  one  Aerius,  a  contemporary  of 
Epiphanius,  who  maintained  that  Christians  generally  were 
clinging  to  Jewish  fables,  and  ought  not  to  observe  the 
Passover,  "for  Christ  our  Passover  was  sacrificed."'  This 
view  would  fall  in  with  the  gnostic  tendencies  of  the  second 

1  Epiph.,  Hcar.y  L  i,  3,  Ixx.  12. 

*  For  the  fullest  examplee  of  treatises  on  the  Passover,  see  EoseK  in  Mai, 
and  the  Horn,  of  Aphraates.  I  may  refer  also  to  the  treatise  of  Irensns, 
for  we  are  told  that  he  spoke  in  it  of  the  practice  of  not  bending  the  knee, 
and  mentioned  the  feast  of  Pentecost,  from  which  we  may  conclnde  that, 
thoagh  his  work  was  probably  called  forth  by  the  Qnartodeciman  contro- 
versy, it  was  not  limited  to  the  particular  point  in  dispute.  See  Stiereo, 
Fragment  vii. 

*  Epiph.,  ITiEBr.,  Ixxt.  3. 
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century,  but  I  have  not  observed  any  allusion  to  it  at  that 
period.  Between  these  extremes  came  the  Catholic  Church, 
with  its  agreement  about  the  general  principles,  and  its 
internal  division  about  the  day  of  celebration.  These 
varieties  must  be  borne  in  mind  in  our  subsequent  investi- 
gations. 

The  opinion  of  Eusebius,  which  is  fully  explained  in  his 
treatise,^  is  particularly  interesting  and  important,  because  it 
is  given  in  connection  with  the  Quartodedman  controversy, 
and  his  statement  is  clearly  a  reply  to  a  Quartodeciman 
argument;  and  nevertheless  he  adheres  to  the  Synoptical 
chronology.  The  following  is  his  mode  of  reasoning:  ''But 
if  anyone  ^  should  say  that  it  has  been  written  that  on  the 
first  day  of  unleavened  bread  the  disciples  came  and  said  to 
the  Saviour,  Where  wilt  thou  that  we  make  ready  for  thee  to 
eat  the  Passover?  and  he  sent  them  to  such  a  one,  having 
enjoined  upon  them  to  say.  With  thee  I  keep  the  Passover,  we 
will  say  that  this  is  not  a  commandment,  but  a  history  of  an 
event  that  happened  at  the  season  of  the  saving  passion ;  but 
to  relate  an  ancient  practice  is  one  thing,  and  it  is  another  to 
legislate  and  leave  injunctions  for  the  future.  But,  further, 
the  Saviour  did  not  keep  the  Passover  with  the  Jews  at  the 
time  of  his  own  passion ;  for  he  did  not  himself  celebrate  his 
own  Passover  with  his  disciples  at  the  time  when  tJiey  [the 
Jews]  killed  the  lamb;  for  they  did  this  on  the  day  of 
preparation  ^  on  which  the  Saviour  suffered ;  whence  neither 
did  they  enter  into  the  pr»torium,  but  Pilate  comes  out  to 
them  ;  but  he  himself,  a  whole  day  before,  on  the  fifth  day  of 
the  week,^  reclined  with  the  disciples,  and  eating  with  them, 
said  to  them :  With  desire  I  desired  to  eat  this  Passover  with 

1  In  Mai,  §§  8-i3. 

'  No  doubt,  from  the  connection,  a  Quartodeciman. 

»  That  is,  Friday.  *  Thursday. 
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yoa.  Dost  thou  see  how  the  Saviour  did  not  eat  the  Passover 
with  the  Jews  ? "  Since  the  practice  was  new  he  desired  it, 
but  the  old  customs  were  not  desirable,  "  but  the  new  mystery 
of  his  new  covenant,  which  accordingly  he  communicated  to 
his  own  disciples,  was,  as  we  might  expect,  desirable  to  him, 
since  many  prophets  and  righteous  men  before  him  deedred  to 
see  the  mysteries  of  the  new  covenant"  The  Passover  of 
Moses  was  not  suited  to  all  nations,  as  it  had  to  be  celebrated 
in  Jerusalem ;  wherefore  it  was  not  desirable.  But  the  saving 
mystery  of  the  new  covenant  was  suitable  to  all  men,  and 
naturally  wasdesirable  to  him.  After  he  had  had  the  feast,  the 
chief  priests  laid  hands  upon  him,  for  they  did  not  eat  the 
Passover  in  the  evening ;  for  otherwise  they  would  not  have 
had  time  to  interfere  with  him.  They  took  him  to  Caiaphas, 
and  then  to  Pilate,  and  then  the  Scripture  says  that  tiiey  did 
not  enter  the  prsatorium  that  they  might  not  be  defiled.  But 
on  that  very  day  of  the  passion  they  ate  the  Passover, 
demanding  the  saving  blood,  not  on  behalf  of  themselves,  but 
I  against  themselvea    ''But  our  Saviour  kept  his  own  desir- 

.  able  festival,  not  then,  but  a  day  before,  reclining  with  the 

disciplea"  From  that  time  Christ  withdrew  from  the  Jews 
and  attached  himself  to  his  disdplea  ''Therefore  we  also 
ought  to  eat  the  Passover  with  Christ,"  removing  from  our 
mind  all  the  leaven  of  wickedness,  and  filled  with  the 
unleavened  bread  of  truth  and  sincerity,  having  the  true 
circumcision,  and  anointing  the  posts  of  our  mind  with  the 
blood  of  the  Sheep  sacrificed  for  us ;  and  this  not  at  one  period 
I  of  the  whole  year,  but  every  week ;  and  let  our  preparaticm 

be  "  a  fast,  a  symbol  of  sorrow,  on  account  of  our  former  sins, 
and  in  memory  of  the  saving  passion."    The  Jews  fell  from 
the  truth  from  the  time  when  they  plotted  against  the  Truth 
I  itself,  driving  from  them  the  Word  of  Life;  "and  this  the 

!  Scripture  of    the    sacred   Gospels  presents  clearly;    for    it 
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testifies  that  the  Lord  ate  the  Passover  on  the  first  day  of 
unleavened  bread ;  and,  as  Luke  says,  they  did  not  eat  their 
customary  Passover  on  the  day  on  which  the  Passover  ought 
to  have  been  killed,  but  on  the  following  day,  which  was  the 
second  day  of  unleavened  bread,  and  the  fifteenth  of  the 
moon  in  which,  our  Saviour  being  judged  by  Pilate,  they  did  not 
enter  the  prsstorium ;  and  therefore  they  did  not  eat  it  accord- 
ing to  the  law  on  the  first  day  of  unleavened  bread,  when  it 
ought  to  have  been  killed;  for  they  themselves,  too,  would 
have  kept  the  Passover  with  the  Saviour ;  but  from  that  time, 
together  with  their  plot  against  our  Saviour,  blinded  by  their 
own  wickedness,  they  fell  from  all  truth.  But  we  celebrate 
the  same  mysteries  through  the  whole  year,"  fasting  every 
Friday  in  memory  of  the  saving  passion,  and  every 
Lord's  Day  quickened  by  the  sanctified  body  of  the  same 
saving  Passover,  and  sealing  our  souls  with  his  precious 
blood. 

It  wafi  necessary  to  quote  this  passage  at  length,  not  only 
on  account  of  its  intrinsic  interest,  but  because  its  position  is 
completely  misunderstood  even  by  so  careful  a  student  as 
Schlirer.^  He  declares  that  Eusebius  replies  to  the 
Quartodeciman  argument  that  Christ  really  ate  his  own 
Passover  on  the  thirteenth.  There  may  be  some  little 
obscurity  in  the  former  part  of  the  argument,  which  is  all  that 
Schiirer  quotes ;  but  the  concluding  section  is  perfectly  explicit, 
and  clears  up  whatever  might  have  been  doubtful  in  the 
previous  exposition.  It  will  be  useful  to  analyze  the  several 
thoughts. 

First,  let  us  observe  the  nature  of  the  Quartodeciman 
argument.  It  is  not  that  the  annual  festival  was  a  com- 
memoration of  the  Last  Supper,  and  that  therefore  it  ought 

1  De  c(mt.  p(uch,y  §  v.  3.  BeLser  falls  into  the  same  mistake  in  bis  article 
in  the  TheologiKhe  QuartaUchrifi^  1896,  pp.  551  sg. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


494  PASCHAL  CONTROVERSY 

to  be  kept  on  the  same  day  as  the  meal  it  was  designed  to 
bring  to  memoiy.  It  is  that  Jesus  himself  observed  the 
Passover,  and  observed  it  correctly,  on  the  f oorteenih  day  of 
the  month,  and  that  therefore  his  disciples  ongfat  to  do  the 
same,  instead  of  keeping  their  Passover  on  a  day  of  the  mcmth 
which  Jesus  had  never  sanctioned.  To  this  argument  Enaebius 
makes  two  replies :  First,  he  urges  that  though  it  was  quite 
true  that  Jesus  had  kept  the  Passover  at  the  time  idleged,  an 
historical  record  did  not  constitute  a  commandment :  in  other 
words,  the  mere  fact  that  Jesus  celebrated  his  Passover  cm  a 
particular  day  did  not  create  a  binding  rule  for  his  disciples. 
Secondly,  although  he  adhered  to  the  legal  day,  nevertheless 
he  did  not  eat  his  Passover  with  the  Jews ;  for  ihey  post- 
poned their  observance  till  the  next  day,  the  second  day  of 
unleavened  bread,  and  the  fifteenth  of  the  month,  and  so  feU 
away  from  the  truth.  To  appreciate  the  force  of  this  ail- 
ment we  must  remember  that  one  of  the  reproaches  against 
the  Quartodecimans  was  that  they  kept  the  feast  at  the  same 
time  as  the  Jews,  and  one  of  the  objections  made  to  this 
practice  was  that  the  Jews  had  got  wrong  in  their  calculaticms, 
and  that  therefore  Christians  ought  not  to  follow  them. 
Here  Eusebius  dates  their  error  from  the  year  of  the  passion, 
and  shows  that  Jesus  kept  a  Passover  of  his  own,  apart  from 
the  Jews.  This  is  proved  first  by  the  words  recorded  in 
Luke  ^ :  "  With  desire  I  desired  to  eat  this  Passover  with  you." 
"  This  Passover  "  was  not  the  ordinary  one,  but  that  in  which 
the  mystery  of  the  new  covenant  was  instituted.  It  was  only 
as  new  that  it  could  be  desired ;  for  an  old  practice,  which 
comes  as  a  matter  of  course,  is  not  an  object  of  desire.  And, 
further,  Jesus  desired  to  eat  *'  with  you,"  with  his  disciples, 
and  not  with  the  Jews.  Thus  he  separated  himself  from  the 
Jews  in  the  meaning  which  he  attached  to  the  festival.     But, 

'  xxii.  15. 
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secondly,  he  did  so  in  regard  to  time  likewise ;  for  they  kept 
the  Passover  on  the  wrong  day.  This  appears  from  the  fact 
that  they  had  time  to  carry  out  their  plot  against  Jesus,  from 
their  inability  to  enter  the  pr»torimn,  and  from  Lake's 
statement  that  the  day  of  unleavened  bread  was  the  day  when 
the  Passover  ought  to  have  been  kiUed,^  implying  that  it  was 
not  killed  at  the  proper  time.  Thus  it  appears  that  Eusebius 
a^ccepted  the  chronology  of  the  Synoptic  Qospels,  and  brought 
the  Johannine  account  into  agreement  with  it  by  pushing  on 
the  Jewish  celebration  of  the  Passover  from  the  fourteenth 
to  the  fifteenth  day  of  the  month. 

The  same  view  was  taken  by  Chrysostom.  He  says: 
**  The  Sanhedrin  passed  the  night  in  watching  for  the 
accomplishment  of  their  foul  purpose :  for  they  did  not  even 
at  that  time  eat  the  Passover,  as  St  John  says.  What  are  we 
to  say  ?  Why,  that  they  ate  it  on  another  day,  and  brake  the 
law.  Christ  would  not  have  violated  the  proper  time,  but 
these  men  violated  it,  who  were  trampling  on  ten  thousand 
laws.  Boiling  over,  as  they  were,  with  rage,  and  having  often 
attempted  to  slay  him,  and  been  unable,  now  that  they  had 
gotten  him  in  their  power,  they  chose  even  to  give  up  the 
Passover  the  more  surely  to  glut  their  murderous  appetite."  ^ 


*  xxii.  7. 

3  In  MaUh,  H<mk  84 :  quoted  by  M^Clelkn,  Four  OctpeU,  p.  487  tq. 
(a  few  words  are  omitted,  but  the  seiiBe  is  given).  In  Horn.  81  he  says, 
"  But  why  did  he  keep  the  Passover  f  Showing  by  all  means,  up  to  the 
last  day,  that  he  is  not  opposed  to  the  Uw."  The  Qreek  is  as  follows : — 
Horn,  81  :  T(ros  9h  twtic^w  rh  vd^x^  4ir9r4\u  ;  M  vJirrmr  Stuci^s  /itxp^  ''^^ 
i^X^'^^  t/i^pat  tri  tdnc  f<rriw  itfotrrios  r^  r^^.  Hom,  84  :  OdSi  yiip  I^a7ar  r^€ 
rh  iritrx^  ^niirly,  iwh  diJb  rovro  iiyp&w¥ovw.  tlwihf  ykp,  Srt  wpmta  itrrly^  6 
'Imdmnis  iwiyayw'  oifK  €l4ni\9or  ctf  rh  wptur^piw,  &a  fiii  /uawBrn^i,  dAX'  Ib^a 
^Jirymvi  rh  wd^x^  ^^  *^  Hffra^  clirc(y  ;  Zri  itf  Mp^  ip^P^  H^ceyow,  ical  r^  w4/io¥ 
fXvtf'ar,  M  r^y  hnSvfduM  rV  9*p^  ^hf'  ^^yh^^  raWtiw,  oMi  ykp  ^  k  Xpiarhs 
irapiPifi  rhf  icaiphw  rov  wdaxth  ^^^  ^icctyM  ol  vdrra  roXfimwrts,  ical  /Avpiws 
Karavarovrrts  ¥6fiovs  ....  r6r€  Xafidprtf  avrhv  inrpoff^otthrvs,  clXorro  kcU  rh 
irdffxti  iuptwm,  Mp  rov  r  V  ^9wue^y  air  Aw  ift^Xijirm  iwiBvfdar. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


496  PASCHAL  CONTROVERSY 

Epiphanios,  when  controverting  the  opinions  of  Muiaon, 
though  he  does  not  refer  to  the  question  of  dates»  stdes  with 
the  Synoptics  by  insisting  that  Jesos  most  have  eaten  flesh, 
beeaose  he  kept  the  Passover  which  is  aooording  to  law,  or 
aooording  to  the  Jews ;  and  Mardon,  he  says,  cannot  escape 
from  this  argoment  by  pretending  that  when  Jesos  said  he 
wished  to  eat  the  Passover  he  referred  to  the  mystery  whidi 
he  was  about  to  institute,  for  it  is  expressly  stated  that  he 
instituted  the  mystery  "  after  he  had  supped."  ^     Epiphanios 
in  this  passage  of  course  wishes  to  base  his  argument  entirely 
on  the  parts  of  Luke  which  were  accepted  by  Marcion ;  but  he 
could  not  have  honestly  reasoned  as  he  does  unless  he  believed 
that  the  Last  Supper  was  a  real  Passover  meal  celebrated  in 
conformity  with  the  Jewish  law.     Nevertheless  in  his  article 
on  the  Quartodecimans  he  says:   ''It  behoved  Christ  to  be 
sacrificed  on  the  fourteenth  day  according   to   the    law."^ 
Here,  then,  it  might  be  thought,  he  follows  the  Johannine 
account,  and  is  induced  to  do  so  through  his  opposition  to  the 
Quartodecimans.     This,  however,  is  not  the  case.      In  his 
article  on  the  Alogi  he  clears  up  the  difficulty  in  a  passage 
which,  though  a  little  obscure  in  some  of  its  details,  is  plain 
enough  in  its  general  meaning.    He  is  there  dealing  with  the 
objection,  not  that  the  Last  Supper  was  differently  placed,  but 
that  there  were  more  Passovers  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  than  in 
the  others ;  and  he  maintains  that  the  Jews  kept  the  Passover 
before  the  right  time,  so  that  Jesus,  although  he  ate  "the 
Jewish  Passover "  with  his  disciples  in  order  that  he  might 
not  destroy  the  law,  but   fulfil    it,  was    crucified    on    the 
fourteenth  day  of  the  month,  and  rose  on  the  sixteenth, 
which  in  that  year  was  the  equinox.     It  was  on  the  sixteenth 
that  the  sheaf  was  presented  at  the  annual  festival,  and  thus 

1  Luke  xxii.   30.    See  Hear.,  xlii^  Refut  of  Scbol.  6i  from  Marcion's 
QoapeL  ^  L.  3. 
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it  prefigured  the  resurrection  of  him  who  was  the  first-fruits 
of  the  dead.  This  anticipation  of  the  proper  time  for  the 
Passover  wafi  due  to  the  nature  of  the  lunar  month,  which 
necessitated  the  periodical  intercalation  of  days  and  months 
to  keep  the  calendar  approximately  correct^  Thus  Epi- 
phanius  brings  the  sacrifice  of  the  true  Paschal  Lamb  to  the 
proper  day  of  the  month,  not  by  availing  himself  of  the 
apparent  Johannine  chronology,  but  by  assuming  that  the 
Jews  had  got  a  day  in  advance ;  and  we  may  fairly  assume 
that  he  saw  no  discordance  between  John  and  the  Synoptics. 
The  Quartodecimans  are  refuted  on  quite  other  grounds. 

A  fragment  of  a  chronicle  wrongly  ascribed  to  Eusebius,  but 
probably  proceeding  from  one  Severus,  also  maintains  the 
Synoptic  dates,  although  it  accepts  the  Johannine  view  of  the 
length  of  the  ministry.  The  writer  says  that  three  years 
elapsed  between  the  baptism  and  the  crucifixion,  and  that 
our  Lord  ate  the  shadowy  Passover  with  his  disciples,  and 
introduced  the  authentic  one  on  the  fifth  day  of  the  week, 
which  was  the  fourteenth  of  the  moon,  and  the  twenty-second 
of  March ;  that  on  the  night  between  that  and  the  twenty- 
third  he  was  betrayed,  and  having  been  crucified  rose  again 
on  the  twenty-fifth.  No  notice  is  taken  of  any  apparent 
inconsistency  between  the  (jospels.^ 

Aphraates  likewise  assumes  that  ''our  Redeemer  ate  the 
Passover  with  his  disciples  on  the  usual  night  of  the  four- 
teenth,"'   Nevertheless  the  Christian  Passover  was  distin- 


*  11.  26, 27,  31. 

'  See  the  Fragment  in  Dindorfs  Chron.  Pasch,^  11  p.  112. 

'J7om.,  xii.  4.  The  Doctrine  of  Addai,  however,  follows  John's 
chronology,  for  It  says,  that  when  Christ's  work  was  finished,  and  he  was 
going  to  his  Father,  Abgar's  messenger,  Hannan,  '^  entered  Jerusalem  on 
the  twelfth  day  of  Nisan,  on  the  foorth  day  of  the  week  "  (Phillips,  p.  3). 
This  makes  Friday,  the  day  of  the  Cracifixion,  the  fourteenth  day  of 
Nisan. 

32 
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gnished  from  the  Jewish  by  the  fact  that  the  letter  was 
kept  on  the  fourteenth  of  Nisan,  whereas  the  Chrifltian  "  day 
of  the  great  passion  is  the  Friday,  the  fifteenth  of  Nisan," 
that  being  the  day  on  which  believers  were  redeemed  from 
the  service  of  Satan,  as  the  Israelites  had  been  from  sabjeetioo 
to  Pharaoh.^  It  appears,  then,  that  in  the  far  East  the 
Passover  always  began  on  the  same  day  of  the  month,  milesB 
indeed  that  happened  to  be  a  Sunday,  when  the  oelebrati<m 
was  postponed  till  Monday*;  and  so  far  there  was  an 
agreement  with  the  Quartodedmana  Bnt  the  day  was  the 
fifteenth,  and  not  the  fourteenth,  and  this  day  was  fixed 
by  the  Synoptic  chronology.  The  whole  week,  however, 
was  celebrated  in  accordance  with  the  law  which  prescribed 
the  feast  of  unleavened  bread,  and  the  great  feast  day  was 
the  Friday.'  Here  there  is  an  approach  to  the  western 
custom  of  giving  the  preference  to  the  day  of  the  week.  We 
ought  further  to  observe  that  Aphraates  does  not  conneet 
the  feast  in  any  way  with  the  resurrection.  In  this  state- 
ment, then,  we  have  not  only  another  illustration  of  the 
various  ways  in  which  the  Passover  was  regarded,  but  a 
valuable  light  upon  the  kind  of  argument  which  a  Quarto- 
deciman  might  use.  If  the  latter  reasoned  in  the  same  way 
as  Aphraates  he  could  defend  the  observance  of  the  fourteenth 
only  by  an  appeal  to  the  Fourth  GospeL  We  shall  see  that 
an  Asiatic  bishop,  Apollinaris,  did  appeal  to  the  Fourth 
Oospel  to  prove  that  the  crucifixion  took  place  on  the 
fourteenth,  and  that  he  was,  in  all  probability,  a  Quarto- 
deciman. 

It  is  therefore  abundantly  proved  that  there  were  writers 
on  the  anti-Quartodeciman  side  who  accepted  tiie  Synoptic 
account  in  its  plain  meaning.  Before  proceeding  to  writers 
who,    in    dealing    with    the    Easter    question,    defend    the 

^§6.  >§8.  *§§6and6. 
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Johannine  view  as  it  is  now  generally  understood,  we  must 
notice  two  other  testimonies  which  are  given  independently 
of  that  problem,  one  being  doubtful  and  the  other  opposed 
to  the  view  which  we  have  thus  far  presented.  Justin  Martyr 
sftys,  "Christ  was  the  Passover,  \vho  was  sacrificed  after- 
wards,^ as  also  Isaiah  said,  He  was  brought  as  a  sheep  to  the 
slaughter.  And  it  has  been  written  that  on  the  day  of  the 
Passover  you  seized  him,  and  similarly  in  the  Passover 
crucified  him."'  I  think  Justin  might  have  used  these 
words  whichever  view  he  adopted.  If  he  referred  to  the 
Fourth  Qospel,  then  he  not  only  knew  it,  but  accepted  it  as 
an  authoritative  document.  On  the  whole,  however,  it  seems 
more  likely  that  he  followed  the  Synoptics,  and,  if  so,  then 
it  is  clear  that  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century  the 
belief  that  Christ  was  crucified  on  the  fifteenth  of  the  month 
did  not  interfere  with  the  conviction  that  he  was  the  true 
P&schal  Lamb. 

Tertullian,  having  stated  that  Moses  predicted  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Lamb  by  the  people  of  Israel,  proceeds:  ''He  added 
that  it  is  'the  Passover  of  the  Lord'*;  that  is,  the  passion  of 
Christ.  And  this  also  has  been  so  fulfilled  that  on  the  first 
day  of  unleavened  bread  you  put  Christ  to  death."  ^  The 
day  on  which  the  lamb  was  killed  is  called  "  the  first  day  of 
unleavened  bread"  in  Matt.  xxvi.  17;  and  that  this  is  the 
day  which  Tertullian  meant  is  expressly  stated  in  an  earlier 
passage,  in  which  he  says  that  the  passion  was  completed 
"  on  the  first  day  of  unleavened  bread,  in  which  they  killed 
the  lamb  towards  evening."^  The  curious  thing  about  this 
statement  is  that  Tertullian  quotes  the  words  of  Matthew 
which  distinctly  refer  to  the  day  before  the  passion,  and 

^  He  has  just  referred  to  the  original  Passoyer  in  Egypt. 

^  DiaLy  III.  'Ex.  xii.  11. 

*  Adv.  Jud.,  10.  »  §  8. 
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follows  the  Synoptics  in  assigning  only  one  year  to  the 
ministry,  saying  that  Christ  was  abont  thirty  when  he 
sufFeredL^  In  what  way  he  harmonized  these  views  does  not 
appear. 

We  come  now  to  the  fragments  preserved  in  the  Pasdid 
Chronicle  which  have  played  such  a  conspicaous  part  in  the 
inquiry  into  the  nature  of  the  Quartodeciman  controversy, 
and  to  assist  our  judgment  of  the  meaning  and  value  of  these 
fragments  it  will  be  advantageous  to  summarize  the  arguments 
which  we  have  found  in  treatises   of  which  the  ccnnpleie 
context  is  before  us,  and  several  of  which  expressly  relate 
to  the  question  about  which  the  Catholic  Church  was  80 
seriously  divided.      The  question    was  whether    Christian 
ought  to  keep  the  Passover  at  the  same  time  as  the  Jews,  ca 
the  fourteenth  of  Nisan,  whatever  day  of  the   week  that 
might  be,  or  only  on  Sunday,  the  Sunday  being  that  which 
followed  the  first  full  moon  after  the  vernal  equinox.    In 
favour  of  the  western  practice,  it  was  urged  that  it  was 
supported  by  apostolic  tradition ;  that  the  feast  of  the  re- 
surrection ought  not  to  be  kept  before  Sunday;  that  the 
law,  being  only  typical,  was  not  to  be  kept  in  the  letter; 
that  the  record  that  Jesus  kept  the  Passover  on  the  fotir- 
teenth  did  not  constitute  a  commandment ;  that  he  himself  was 
under  the  law  in  order  to  bring  men  out  from  under  the 
law^;   that  the  Quartodecimans,  though  so  strict  about  the 
day,  did   not  keep   the   law   properly;  that  the  Jews  bad 
got  wrong  in  their  calculations,  so  that  their  Passover  was 
sometimes  before  the  equinox;  that  Jesus  did  not  eat  the 
last  Passover  with  the  Jews,  because  the  Jews  broke  the 
law,  and  postponed    their    celebration;    and,    finally,   that 

»§8. 

^  This  may  be  included  as  appropriate,  though  actually  said  in  relatioo 
to  another  point. 
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Christians  ought  not  to  have  any  part  with  traitorous  Jews. 
It  appears,  therefore,  that  from  existing  works  we  gain  a 
pretty  complete  picture  of  the  controversy,  and  yet  we  have 
not  found  a  vestige  of  an  appeal  to  the  peculiar  view  of  the 
Fourth  QospeL^  Nay,  we  have  found  that  IrensBus,  Eusebius, 
and  Epiphanius,  who  wrote  against  the  Quartodeciman 
practice,  adhered  to  the  Synoptic  account  of  the  Last  Supper, 
as  also  did  Origen,  Chrysostom,  and  probably  Justin.  The 
conclusion  is  inevitable  that  the  appeal  to  the  Fourth  Gospel 
was  not  a  salient  argument;  that  those  who  make  it  are 
expressing  an  individual  opinion,  and  not  the  opinion  of  a 
party;  and  that  their  object  is  not  to  exalt  the  thirteenth 
above  the  fourteenth  of  the  month,  which  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question,  but  to  show  that  Christ,  in  the  last  meal, 
when  the  new  covenant  was  instituted,  was  not  associated 
with  the  Jews.  We  have  seen  that  some  writers  on  the 
western  side  do  not  deny  or  object  to  Christ's  recorded 
association  with  the  Jews,  while  others  get  rid  of  it,  not 
through  an  alleged  anticipation  of  the  Passover  by  Jesus, 
but  through  a  postponement  of  it  by  tlie  Jews.  Bearing  all 
this  in  mind,  we  turn  to  the  PaachaZ  Chronicle. 

We  must  notice  first  the  author's  own  statements.  His 
object,  we  must  remember,  is  simply  chronological,  and  he 
does  not  quote  his  authorities  for  the  purpose  of  refuting  the 
Quartodedmans,  but  in  order  to  confirm  his  own  system  of 
calculation.  He  has  to  determine  the  correct  paschal  cycle 
and  to  ascertain  the  precise  date  of  Christ's  death  in  order 
that  he  may  reckon  the  first  Christian  cycle  from  that  definite 

^  Photiiifl,  indeed  (BibUotheca^  115,  116),  cites  two  anonymoiis  writerB,  as 
saying  Uiat  Christ  did  not  keep  rh  v/uiclif  wdirxf^  One  of  the  works  is 
directed  **  against  Jews,  and  the  heretics  with  these,  and  those  called  Quarto- 
dedmans."  It  would  seem,  however,  that  the  author  appealed  to  the 
Synoptics ;  for  he  points  out  that  Christ  did  not  use  the  lamb  or  unleavened 
bread,  but  ate  IBiar  tAvtrrucl^  9uwifO¥. 
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point.  Now  there  were  two  sonroes  of  onoertamty :  (i)  the 
Jews  may  in  the  ye«r  of  the  cmci&don  have  kept  tiie 
PMsover  in  the  wrong  month;  and  (2)  it  was  not  agreed 
whether  the  passion  took  place  on  the  f  onrteenth  or  on  tiie 
fifteenth  day.  His  first  object,  therefore,  is  to  show  that  the 
Jews  kept  the  Passover  correctly  until  the  destmction  of 
Jerosalem  under  Vespasian,  and  for  this  purpose  he  quotes 
Philo,  Peter  of  Alexandria,  and  Athanasiua^  Thus  it  wae 
proved  that  the  Passover  at  which  Christ  sufiered  was  held  st 
the  proper  time.  The  next  question  is :  Was  the  moon  full 
on  Thursday  or  Friday?  The  crucifixion  took  place  on 
Friday.  We  learn  from  the  evangelist  John  that  Jesus  as  the 
true  Lamb  suffered  at  the  Feast  of  the  Passover,  that  is,  on 
the  fourteenth  day  of  the  month.'  Accordingly  the  proUem 
was  to  find  the  year,  within  certain  obvious  limits,  in  which 
the  first  full  moon  after  the  vernal  equinox  fell  upon  a  Friday. 
In  order  to  establish  his  thesis  that  Christ  was  crucified  on 
the  very  day  on  which  the  Jews  were  to  eat  the  Paasover,  he 

^  Pp.  3-ia  It  has  been  suppoeed  that  Atbanuiiu  refers  in  this  extract 
to  the  Qnartodecimane.  He  speaks  of  *' contentions  persons,  who  ha^e 
invented  for  themselves  questions,  under  the  pretext  indeed  of  the  saving 
Passover,  but  in  reality  for  the  sake  of  their  own  strife,  because  aeeming 
to  be  of  us,  and  boasting  to  be  called  Chiistians,  thej  emulate  the  acts  of 
the  traitor  Jews."  **  For,"  he  continues,  "  what  sort  of  even  planaible 
defence  could  be  made  for  them  since  it  has  been  written,  *  On  the  first 
day  of  unleavened  bread,'  and  *  In  which  they  ought  to  kill  the  Passovez.' 
But  it  was  done  properly  at  that  time,  but  now  according  to  what  faas 
been  written,  they  do  always  err  in  their  heart"  I  hesitate  about  making 
use  of  this  fragment,  because  even  if  Athanasius  is  attacking  the  remains 
of  Quartodecimanism,  which  held  out  against  the  decision  of  the  Nicene 
Gouncil,  it  does  not  follow  that  his  argument  would  be  applicable  to  the 
orthodox  Quartodecimans  of  an  earlier  time.  Still  it  deserves  notice  that 
his  conclusive  argument  is  an  appeal  to  the  Synoptics,  and  that  the  only 
thing  that  this  appeal  can  refute  is  the  opinion  that  not  the  Last  Supper 
but  the  crucifixion  itself  took  place  on  the  day  of  the  Psasover.  We  have 
here  some  indication  that  the  Quartodecimans  of  the  fourth  century  relied 
upon  the  chronology  of  the  Fourth  Ckispel  to  justify  their  practice. 

*  P.  10  fj. 
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appeals  first  to  the  familiar  texts  in  the  Fourth  Gospel ;  and 
to  guarantee  the  correetness  of  the  reading  he  refers  to  "  the 
accurate  books,  and  the  very  autograph  of  the  evangelist, 
which  has  been  kept  till  now  by  the  grace  of  Ood  in  the 
most  holy  church  of  the  Ephesians,  and  is  there  worshipped 
by  the  faithful."  ^    Next  he  adduces  the  testimony  of  Paul, 
"  *  Christ  our  Passover  was  sacrificed  for  us,'  and  not  as  some, 
carried  away  by  ignorance,  aflirm  that  he  was  betrayed  when 
he  had  eaten  the  Passover;  which  neither  have  we  learned 
from  the  holy  Gospels  nor  has  any  of  the  blessed  apostles 
handed  down  to  us  anything  of  the  kind."     On  this  statement 
we  must  remark  that  the  Synoptic  Gospels  are  represented  as 
agreeing  with  the  Johannine,  that  there  is  no  mention  of 
Quartodecimans,  and  that  among  the  men  "  carried  away  by 
ignorance  "  we  have  found  several  of  the  most  learned  theo- 
logians on  the  anti-Quartodeciman  side.     Our  author,  it  is 
true,  assumes  that  the  fathers  are  in  agreement  with  him,  and 
out  of  "  much  testimony  of  the  holy  fathers  of  the  Church  " 
proceeds  to  quote,  as  a  ''  few  "  samples,  passages  from  Hippo- 
lytus,  Apollinaris  of  Hierapolis,  and  Clement  of  Alexandria. 
These  writers,  therefore,  are  not  cited  in  connection  with  the 
Quartodeciman  controversy,  and  their  relation  to  it  can  be 
learned  only  from  their  historical  position,  and  from   the 
evidence  afforded  by  the  extracts  themselvea    In  a    later 
portion  of  the  work  our  author  adduces  an  argument  from  the 
Synoptic  Gospels.    It  is  dear,  he  says,  that  Jesus  did  not 
keep  the  Passover  on  the   fourteenth,  but  celebrated    the 
typical  supper  before  this,  when  the  sanctification  of  the 
unleavened  bread  and  the  preparation  of  the  feast  took  place, 
for  he  did  not  give  his  disciples  the  sacrificial  lamb  and  un- 
leavened bread,  but  bread  and  a  cup.^ 

1  P.  II.    The  same  words  are  used  in  relation  to  the  same  text  on 
p.  411.  «  P.  409*5. 
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We  will  now  take  the  extracts  in  their  order.  The  first  is 
from  the  Syntagma  of  Hippolytos,  Against  all  Heregies,  and 
18  as  follows :  "  I  see,  then,  that  the  afGadr  is  one  of  oont^itions- 
ness;  f<^  he  says  thns:  'Christ  kept  the  Passover  at  thst 
time  on  the  day,  and  suffered ;  wherefore  I  on^t  alao  to  do 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  Lord  did.'  But  he  has  be^i  led 
astray,  not  knowing  that  at  the  time  in  which  Christ  suffered 
he  did  not  eat  the  legal  Passover ;  for  he  was  the  Passover 
which  had  been  preached  beforehand,  and  was  made  perfect 
on  the  appointed  day/'  ^  The  person  who  is  here  attacked 
was  in  all  probability  a  Quartodedman,  and  may  have  been 
Blastus,  who  is  mentioned  as  such  by  Psendo-Tertolliaii, 
Againei  all  Heresies}  When  the  Asiatic  custom  was 
challenged,  and  it  became  necessary  to  seek  for  arguments  to 
defend  it,  nothing  could  be  more  natural  than  to  turn  to  the 
Gospels  and  show  that  Christ  himself  had  kept  the  Passover 
on  the  day  appointed  by  the  law.  This  was  allowed  by  some 
of  the  ablest  of  their  opponents,  and  we  have  seen  that  there 
were  different  ways  of  getting  out  of  the  argument,  the 
genuineness  and  authority  of  the  Fourth  Qospel  being 
admitted  all  the  time.  ESppolytus,  departing  from  the  opinicm 
of  his  master  Irensous,  disposes  of  the  difficulty  by  denying 
the  fact.  It  deserves  remark  that  in  his  later  work,  the 
Refutation  while  he  still  thinks  the  Quartodecimans  contentious 
he  does  not  refer  to  this  argumentw  Had  he  discovered  that 
though  it  was  put  forward  by  Blastus,  it  was  not  commonly 
used  by  the  Christians  of  Asia  Minor  ? 

The  second  extract  is  taken  from  the  first  book  of  BSppo- 

Xpierhs  r^T*  rf  ^M^jpf  <tal  tfrotfcr*  9ih  lAfi^  It?  5r  rpiwnw  i  K^pfs  <r«cf^cr, 
•0rt»  v«Miir.  vfvA^tnfTw  9^  gi^  yt^Acttmif  8ri  (  tcmp^  tra^x*^  '  Xptrr^  •he 
l^ayc  rh  Kwrit  wiit/tw  v^X"-  9^*^  J^  i^  rb  viox*  '^^  wp4ic*Knpvyfi4rmf  Kut  rh 
r<Aci«^/ifr«9  rf  itpi^/Upp  ^/Up^ 

'8  8- 
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lytus'  work  on  the  Passover :  "  That  he  did  not  speak  falsely 
either  in  the  first  or  in  the  last  Is  evident,  because  he  who 
long  ago  predicted,  'I  will  no  more  eat  the  Passover/^ 
assuredly  took  the  sapper  before  the  Passover,  and  did  not  eat 
the  Passover,  but  suffered ;  for  not  even  was  it  the  time  for 
eating  itw"  '  The  interest  of  this  passage  is  that  it  gives  us  one 
more  glimpse  into  the  way  in  which  the  Synoptics  were 
harmonised  with  John,  and  proves  that  Hippolytus,  at  all 
events,  had  no  intention  of  pitting  one  Gospel  against  the 
rest. 

We  may  notice  next  the  two  extracts  from  the  work  of 
Clement  of  Alexandria  on  the  Passover,  as  they  do  not  give 
rise  to  any  controversy.  He  says  that  in  former  years  Christ 
kept  the  regular  Passover,  but  ceased  to  do  so  when  he 
proclaimed  himself  as  the  Paschal  Lamb.  Accordingly  he 
suffered  on  the  fourteenth,  and  the  chief  priests  and  scribes 
did  not  enter  the  prsotorium,  that  they  might  not  be  defiled, 
but  might  eat  the  Passover  without  hindrance  in  the  evening. 
"With  this  exactitude  of  the  days  both  the  Scriptures  all 
agree  and  the  Gospels  are  in  harmony.  The  resurrection  also 
testifies  to  it;  at  least  he  rose  on  the  third  day,  which  was  the 
first  of  the  weeks  of  the  harvest,  in  which  it  had  been  enacted 
thiat  the  priest  should  offer  the  sheaf." '    These  passages  call 

^  See  Luke  xxii.  16. 

^  Ob9^  ip  To7s  wp^ou  Mh  ir  rots  ^^xixois  its  oibx  ^ff^<raro  vp^tXor,  8r<  4 
vcUai  9pc€twinf  trt  Ohxiri  ^yoiitu  rh  vdE<rx>  tUtirmt  r^/*ir  9ci«vor  iMtnnivp  wp^ 
Tov  irdtrxOf  rh  S^  v^x*  ^'^  ^^^07*^1  ^^'  ^iratfcr.  oM  y&p  Kaip6§  ^v  rris  fip4a€ms 
airrou. 

'  Tots  fup  99p  waptKfiKvBSo'tp  Irciri  rh  Bv4ft,€P0P  wphs  *lov9aimp  ff«'9tcr  kopr^mp  6 
K^pios  wdaxtt'  ^«^  '^  ^ic^pv|cr  a^hs  &r  rh  wdex^  ^  ikfipbs  r«v  0«ov,  its  9p6fiar»p 
iirl  a^ay^p  ivyifiwos,  a:brUa  i9l9a^€  fih^  robs  fioBfiriis  rov  r^ov  t^  pMOr^piop  rp 
*Vi  ^^  i  KO^  rupBdpwrtu  airrov,  Hov  B4\us  irot/idcmpLip  vi  rh  wJiffx^  ^ayw  ; 
Tft^  oZp  Tj  iipJpif  Ka\  6  aytaffpubs  rmp  ikifipmp  tttX  ii  vpotrot/iM/^  rris  ioprijs 
iyliuro,  B$€p  6  *lmdppris  4p  ra^ff  rf  ^pJp^  *hc6rms  its  t»  wpotroifuiCofUpws  ff8i| 
iaroplj^affBai  rohs  ir69as  irpihs  rov  KvpUv  robs  fiaBtiriis  kpaypd^ti'  wiwopB^p  Mh  rf 
iwio^  6  irmriip  il/imp,  aArhs  ^p  rh  wd^rxtt,  ttaXXi^piiBtls  iirh  *lov9aimp, 

*AKO\o^ms  ipa  rj  tS',  8rc  Kut  fwaifw,  %mOw  oJbrhp  ol  &px*<P<''  '<<^  ^^  ypofApwrtts 
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for  only  one  or  two  remarks.  We  have  seen  that 
the  PlMBover  embmeed  a  variety  of  sabjects,  and 
inchided  the  question  of  the  day,  which  involved  the  year,  ci 
Christ's  death ;  so  that  there  is  nothing  here  which  con  even 
suggest  that  Clement  is  arguing  against  the  Qnartoderimana 
Again,  although  he  i^ypeals  to  the  verse  in  John,  without 
which  the  case  would  be  weak  in  the  extreme,  he  neverthdess 
assomes  that  all  the  Gospels  are  in  agreement. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  criticise  the  fragments  of 
Apollinaris'  work  on  the  Passover.  He  says:  "There  aie, 
then,  persons  who,  owing  to  ignorance,  are  oontentioas  about 
these  things,  being  affected  in  a  pardonable  way;  for  ignor- 
ance does  not  admit  of  accusation,  but  requires  issta-iietion. 
And  they  say  that  on  the  fourteenth  the  Lord  ate  the  ^eep 
with  the  disciples,  but  himself  suffered  on  the  great  day  of 
unleavened  bread,  and  they  relate  that  Matthew  speaks  in 
accordance  with  their  opinion.  Hence  both  their  opinion  is 
inconsistent  with  the  law,  and  the  Gospels  seem,  according  to 
them,  to  be  at  variance."  The  next  extract  from  the  same 
treatise  is  a  rhetorical  glorification  of  the  fourteenth  day  of 
the  month.  "  The  fourteenth  day,"  he  says,  *"  is  the  genuine 
Passover  of  the  Lord,  the  great  sacrifice;  the  child  of  God 
instead  of  the  lamb ;  the  bound  one,  he  who  bound  the  strong 
man ;  and  he  who  was  judged,  the  judge  of  the  living  and 
the  dead ;  and  the  one  who  was  betrayed  into  the  hands  of 
sinners  to  be  crucified,  he  who  was  exalted  on  the  horns  of 
the  unicorn ;  and  the  one  who  had  his  holy  side  pierced,  he 
who  poured  forth  out  of  his  side  the  two  purifiers,  water 
and  blood,  word  and  spirit,  and  was  buried  in  the  day  of  the 

r^  niA^y  9p*&mytey4ifr9i  •tm  t (HfXitv  elf  rh  wpmtrdptWt  tm  |i4  futtt^mnp,  iXA* 
wmem  ^w/t/^mwrnfa-i  not  r^  *iwyy4Xim  yiriKy><L  iwt/ui^vpu  t^  ic«2  4  i»^  i  m9u'  rj 
$pdyftm  w*witMT^T9  ■yeo'trfyitcTr  r^  Upitu 
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Passover,  the  stone  being  laid  upon  the  tomb."  ^  The  value  of 
these  extracts,  in  their  bearing  on  the  authorship  of  the 
Fourth  Qospel,  is  supposed  to  consist  in  this,  that  Apollinaris 
is  attacking  the  Quartodecimans,  and  alleges  against  them 
the  date  of  the  crucifixion  which  is  found  in  the  Johannine 
Gospel,  whereas  they  rely  upon  Matthew  in  their  defence 
of  a  custom  which  they  inherited  from  the  Apostle  John. 
The  inference  is  inevitable  that  they  cannot  have  regarded 
as  Johannine  the  Gospel  which  they  controverted  on  the 
authority  of  Matthew.  This  argument  appears  to  me  to 
rest  on  a  complete  misconception. 

First  let  us  suppose  that  Apollinaris  was  not  a  Quarto- 
deciman.  It  does  not  at  all  foUow  that  he  is  attacking 
Quartodecimans;  for  he  makes  no  allusion  to  the  Quarto- 
deciman  practice.  The  discussion  of  the  date  of  the  Last 
Supper  necessarily  entered  into  the  question  of  Easter,  and  we 
have  not  hitherto  met  with  any  evidence  of  the  prevailing 
Quartodeciman  opinion  on  this  point.  We  have  learned  from 
Hippolytus  that  one  Quartodeciman  believed  that  Jesus  ate 
the  legal  Passover  at  the  time  of  the  passion;  but  other 
Quartodecimans  may  have  taken  a  difierent  view.  Accord- 
ingly, Apollinaris  may  be  attacking  the  observers  of  the 
western  custom  like  IrensBus.  The  simple  fact  is  that  the 
opinion  which  Apollinaris  advocates  seems  to  have  been  taken 

^  Bl^l  r9lwp  •i  9i*  Ikyyouat  ^iXow^utowi  irt pi  ro^wr,  a-vyyifmerhw  vpttjfui 
irciroi^^ffs*  Hypota  yiip  ob  KvniyopUaf  &ra^cx*^M,  &XX&  9i9ax^s  irp^oMrtu*  icol 
\4yo¥fftw  tri  rf  it'  rh  irpifivrw  ik^rk  rmy  imfinrm^  l^orycr  t  itipfs,  rp  9h  fuy^Kp 
4m^P?  ▼^'^  &C^fii»r  ajbrhs  fwaJBw,  icol  iifiymvrai  MarBaiow  •ftrm  \iy€tw  its  9%P9^ttaCi9' 
t9%¥  kr^fA/^¥6s  Tf  ¥6fi^  ii  vi^ks  tebrmy  ic«l   irrafftdiuy  Iokci   tcai^  a^o^s  rA 

*H  i^  rh  kKtifiiwhif  r9v  Kvplov  ird^X^  4  ^^i»  h  M«7^^>  ^  ^^  f^  kftMw  v«uf 
0COV,  6  9%B€U  6  9^as  rhy  Iffx^p^Pt  k<^  ^  KpiBtU  Kpirifs  (^nrrmy  icol  y^Kpthf,  koI  4 
irapa8«9<h  elf  X*^P^f  k/iaprmAMy,  fya  ffravpm9p,  6  df  «9cU  M  K^pirrmy  lAwttipmr^s, 
Kol  6  rV  &7^ay  irXfvp^r  ^KK^yrjfitU  6  iicx^^f  ^k  fV*  irXcvpai  ajbrw  r^  S^  wdXty 
KoBipeta,  99mp  icJt  oT/m,  X^or  icol  wywfta,  jtoI  i  rof  cif  iy  if»4pif  rf  rov  frda'xa. 
lirtrt94yro§  r^  fuHj/Aurt  rov  \l$ov. 
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up  with  some  eagerness  aboat  the  end  of  the  seeond  oentury. 
being  supported  also  fay  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Hippolytos, 
and  Tertnllian.  In  later  times  it  was  defended  by  the 
nnknown  author  of  the  FasAaL  Chronide.  But,  in  spite  of 
the  charge  of  ignorance,  it  was  rejected  by  Origen,  Ensebins, 
Epiphanins,  Chrysostom,  and,  I  believe,  by  the  later  CSinni 
generally.^  The  necessary  inference  is  that  this  particiikr 
point  did  not  affect  the  Qnartodeciman  controverey  ooie  way 
or  the  other.  If  the  Qoartodecimans  relied,  as  they  migbt 
natoraUy  do,  on  the  fact  that  Jesos  ate  the  legal  Ptosov^ 
(of  course  believing,  as  so  many  have  done  since,  that  the 
Fourth  Gospel  was  in  harmony  with  the  Synoptics),  it  was  s 
tempting  reply  that  he  did  not  do  so,  as  was  proved  by  the 
testimony  of  John.  But  this  reply  failed  to  establish  itsdl 
for  the  evidence  of  the  Synoptics  was  too  clear  to  be  resisted; 
and  other  means  of  rebutting  the  argument  had  to  be  tried. 
As  we  have  observed,  even  EQppolytns  does  not  venture  to 
repeat  it  in  his  RefutoUio. 

But,  secondly,  I  see  no  evidence  that  ApoUinaris  was  any- 
thing but  a  Quartodeciman.  He  was  bishop  of  EKerapolis, 
ajid  as  Philip  of  Hierapolis  is  the  first  of  the  Asiatk 
luminaries  mentioned  by  Polycrates,  it  is  probable  that  it 
was  still  a  Quartodedman  city,  and  had  had  a  sucoessioQ 
of  Quartodedman  bishopa  We  must  add  that  Polycrates 
certainly  implies  that  there  was  entire  unanimity  among  the 
bishops  in  that  region  of  the  world.  Schiirer  relies  upcm 
the  fact  that  ApoUinaris  is  not  mentioned  in  the  list  which 
Polycrates  gives  of  distinguished  Quartodecimans  in  his 
letter  to  Victor,  though  he  was  a  celebrated  man,  while 
some  of  those  who  are  named  played  no  great  part  in  the 

^  Some  of  the  chronologistB  seem  to  have  taken  the  same  Tiew  as  the 
writer  of  the  Chron.  PoidL  See  au  anonymoiis  extract  in  Dindorf,  ii.  p. 
I  iS,  and  another,  in  Latin,  p.  222. 
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Church.^  But  then  Polycrates  names  only  those  who  "  have 
fallen  asleep/'  and  does  not  give  the  names  of  the  "multitudes" 
of  bishops  who  came  together  to  consider  the  question,  and 
signified  their  approval  of  his  letter.  Among  the  IfiH^eir  may 
have  been  Apollinaris,  who  was  a  contemporary  of  Irennus,^ 
and  would  not  have  been  a  very  old  man  at  the  time.' 

Another  item  of  evidence  is  furnished  by  the  mcuomer  in 
which  he  speaks  of  those  whose  opinion  he  is  combating. 
Hippolytus,  living  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Rome,  might 
easily  fall  into  contemptuous  language  towards  men  whose 
numbers  and  weight  were  not  familiar  to  him ;  but  it  is  not 
likely  that  Apollinaris,  unless  he  was  a  singularly  conceited 
and  ill-tempered  man,  would  use  similar  language  about  all 
his  brother  bishops,  including  men  of  the  greatest  learning 
and  distinction.  Eusebius  tells  us  that  Melito,  bishop  of 
Sardis,  wrote  two  books  on  the  Passover,  and  that  these 
apparently  were  called  forth  by  a  discussion  which  arose  at 
Laodicea  about  the  Passover,  at  the  time  when  Sagaris  was 
martyred,  in  the  proconsulship  of  Servilius  Paulus.^  Of  the 
nature  of  this  discussion  we  are  not  informed ;  but  as  Sagaris 
and  Melito  were  undoubtedly  Quartodecimans,  and  as  we  have 
no  intimation  that  the  church  of  Laodicea  was  ever  any- 
thing else,  it  seems  probable  that  the  subject  of  debate  was 
not  connected  with  the  Quartodeciman  practice.  Clement's 
treatise  was  occasioned  by  that  of  Melito,  but  we  are  not 
told  that  it  was  an  answer  to  it.  The  work  of  Apollinaris 
may  have  had  the  same  origin,  or  it  may  have  been  an 
independent  contribution  to  the  Laodicean  discussion.    But 

»  Dt  eofU.  pasch.,  v.  1.  *  Euaeb.,  H.  E,y  iv.  21. 

3  We  can  only  say  that  it  ia  probable  that  he  died  before  the  end  of  the 
century,  as  Serapion,  Bishop  of  Antioch  at  that  time,  refers  to  him  as 
though  he  belonged  to  the  past — y*yo/x4ifov  4y  *Upmr6\u  r^s  'A^ias  lirt^K^ou, 
Quoted  by  Eusebius,  H,  B.j  v.  19. 

*  About  164-6.    H.  E.y  iv.  26. 
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sapposiiig  that  it  was  an  attadc  an  the  miiinBraal  pnctiee 
of  the  catholic  Qirifltiana  of  hie  eoontiy,  is  it  likely  that  he 
would  venture  to  ascribe  to  eontentioiis  ignoianee  the  opinioi 
of  one  of  the  most  leaned  and  orthodox  bishops  of  his  time? 
And  if  a  man  iriio  set  himself  against  the  prevalent  opinion 
and  practice  obtained  a  bishopric  at  all,  wonld  not  such  actkn 
have  excited  a  storm,  and  made  it  impossible  for  Polj^eiatefi 
to  asBome,  as  he  evidently  does,  that  there  was  en  nnbrcdran 
nnanimity  in  the  Asiatic  churches  ? 

It  is  perhaps  of  small  importance  that  Eusebina  does  not 
ascribe  to  Apollinaris  any  exceptional  position;  for  he  hsd 
not  seen,  and  accordingly  does  not  mention,  his  work  on  the 
Passover.  Bat  if  he  had  heard  of  any  dissenting  pajrty  in 
Asia  Minor,  he  wonld  probably  have  noticed  it;  and  vre  can 
hardly  suppose  that  in  the  remonstrance  addressed  to  Victor 
there  would  have  been  no  allusion  to  this  party,  and  no 
remark  on  his  injustice  in  endeavouring  "to  cut  off  in  the 
mass  the  dioceses  of  all  Asia,  together  with  the  neighbooring 
churches."  ^ 

Lastiy,  the  glorification  of  the  fourteenth  day  is  just  what 
we  should  expect  in  a  Quartodeciman.  If  the  fourteenth 
was  the  day  in  which  the  true  Passover  was  sacrificed,  and 
Christian  redemption  was  brought  in,  surely  that  was  the 
one  day  on  which  Christians  ought  to  celebrate  the  feast 
The  only  objection  to  this  argument  is  the  baseless  hypothesis 
that  the  Asiatic  Passover  was  a  conunemoration,  not  of  the 
passion,  but  of  the  Last  Supper.  That  some  Quartodecimans 
distinctly  professed  to  keep  the  feast  on  the  day  of  the 
passion  we  learn  incidentally  from  Epiphanius,^  who  tells  us 
that  they  claimed  to  have  found  from  the  acts  of  Pilate 
that  the  Saviour  suffered  on  the  eighth  day  before  the 
Kalends  of  April,  and  they  wished  to  keep  the  Passover  on 
«  Euaeb.,  H.  E,,  v.  24.  «  Hm^  1.  i. 
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that  day,  whatever  the  fourteenth  might  be.  Of  course  men 
who  adopted  such  a  custom  really  ceased  to  be  Quartodeci- 
mans ;  cmd  there  is  no  apparent  reason  why  Epiphanius  classed 
them  under  that  head  except  that  they  wished  to  keep  the 
precise  anniversary  of  the  crucifixion. 

For  these  reasons,  then,  I  believe  that  ApoUinaris  was  a 
Quartodeciman ;  and  it  so,  we  learn  that  Quartodecimans,  like 
other  Christians,  were  divided  in  opinion  about  the  order  of 
events  in  the  closing  scenes  of  Christ's  lif a  These  conflicting 
opinions  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  great  question  which 
separated  the  two  parties,  except  so  far  as  they  were  dragged 
into  it  by  individual  writers.  If  a  Quartodeciman  believed 
that  Jesus  kept  the  regular  Jewish  Passover,  what  more 
natural  than  to  appeal  to  his  example ;  if  he  believed  that 
Jesus,  being  himself  the  Paschal  Lamb,  was  slain  on  the 
fourteenth,  again  what  more  natural  than  to  appeal  to  this 
fact  as  marking  the  unalterable  day  for  the  Christian 
celebration  ?  It  is  very  probable  that  the  majority  on  their 
side,  as  on  the  side  of  the  western  practice,  accepted  the 
Synoptic  dates,  which  are  far  clearer  than  the  Johannine,  and 
in  some  way  harmonized  the  latter  with  the  former.  The 
only  distinct  allusion  to  an  inconsistency  between  the  Gospels 
on  this  point  is  in  the  first  fragment  of  ApoUinaris ;  but  he 
does  not  say  that  the  men  whose  ignorance  he  attacks 
maintained  that  the  Gk)spels  were  contradictory,  but  only  that 
according  to  their  view  they  seemed  to  be  so.  This  is,  to  his 
mind,  a  conclusive  argument,  and  it  is  pretty  dear  that  he 
expects  it  to  be  equally  conclusive  to  others.  "  The  Gospels  " 
are  evidently  an  accepted  and  authoritative  collection,  among 
which  the  thought  of  contradiction  was  inadmissible.  No 
doubt  the  ignorant  men  were  quite  ready  to  retort  the  charge, 
and  it  would  be  interesting  to  know  how  ApoUinaris  managed 
to  explain  away  the  unambiguous  language  of  Matthew.    This 
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practical  ascription  of  infallibility  to  the  evangelical  records  is 
in  complete  accordance  with  the  results  of  our  whole  inquiry. 
The  four  Gospels  had  been  long  in  possession  of  the  field  as 
the  most  authentic  documents  of  Christianity,  and  as  we  have 
not  found  elsewhere,  so  neither  can  we  find  in  the  fragments 
of  Apollinaris,  the  minutest  particle  of  evidence  that  the 
Christians  of  Asia  Minor  looked  askance  at  the  Gospel  which 
was  ascribed  to  the  beloved  disciple  whose  traditions  still 
lingered  among  them. 

This  long  inquiry  has  had  chiefly  an  historical  inters ; 
but  in  throwing  light  upon  the  nature  of  early  Christian 
practices,  and  on  the  mutual  relations  of  parties,  it  has  at  the 
same  time  shown  how  untenable  is  the  argument  which  is 
derived  from  Quartodeciman  usage  against  the  Johannine 
authorship  of  the  Fourth  (JospeL  The  Feast  of  the  Passover. 
as  we  have  seen,  was  adopted  by  the  Christian  Church,  with 
such  modifications  as  circumstances  rendered  desirable  or 
necessary;  and  this  being  so,  it  was  the  most  obvious  and 
natural  thing  to  keep  it  at  the  same  time  as  the  Je¥rB,  who 
were  the  custodians  of  the  ancient  law.  John  would  follow 
the  familiar  custom;  and  although  he  would  fill  it  with  a 
Christian  significance,  and  would  probably,  like  Paul,  recognise 
in  Jesus  the  true  Paschal  Lamb,  by  whose  blood  the  new 
covenant  between  God  and  the  world  was  sealed,  he  would 
see  in  this  spiritual  realization  of  a  venerable  symbol  no 
reason  for  altering  a  time  which  was  settled  by  ancient 
prescription.  On  whatever  day  the  crucifixion  took  place,  it 
was  associated  with  the  Passover,  cmd  that  festival,  with  its 
changed  meaning  and  its  deep-rooted  memories  of  the 
Beloved,  would  be  always  dear  to  his  heart,  and,  as  it  returned 
year  by  year,  would  bring  him  ever  fresh  messages  of  world- 
wide  grace  and  truth.  The  "  feast  of  the  Jews  "  had  become 
the  feast  of  the  children  of  God ;  and  he  himself  had  looked 
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upon  the  Lamb,  and  found  in  him  a  redemption  from  worse 
than  Egyptian  bondage.  All  this  would  have  been  easier  and 
not  more  difficult,  if  Christ  had  been  really  crucified  on  the 
very  day  of  the  Passover;  but  even  if  we  reject  this  as 
improbable,  still  we  can  see  how  the  two  events  might  become 
synchronous  in  thought,  and  the  writer  of  the  "spiritual 
Gospel,"  in  whose  mind  religious  ideas  are  apt  to  clothe 
themselves  in  the  form  of  visible  facts,  while  the  fact  some- 
times melts  away  into  its  religious  meaning,  might  place 
together  in  his  narrative  two  occurrences  which,  for  him,  were 
indissolubly  associated.  The  appeal  of  some  of  his  remote 
followers  to  our  first  Gospel,  in  support  of  a  practice  which 
was  alleged  to  be  his,  affords  no  evidence  against  this  view, 
for  the  Gospels,  having  been  raised  into  a  position  of  equal 
and  divine  authority,  had  become  the  hunting-ground  of 
polemics,  and  such  arguments  do  not  supply  the  reason  for  the 
observance,  but  are  the  after-thoughts  of  controversy.  There 
is  no  tradition  that  John  was  guided  by  any  of  the  considera- 
tions which  were  evoked  in  later  times;  and  there  is  no 
ground  for  supposing  that  his  respect  for  the  familiar  day 
was  challenged  till  long  after  he  had  departed  from  the 
world.  I  am  forced,  therefore,  to  the  conclusion  that  this 
celebrated  argument  against  the  Johannine  authorship  of  our 
Gospel  rests  on  misconception,  and,  so  far  from  being  decisive 
of  the  question,  does  not  possess  the  slightest  validity. 
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We  have  now  gone  carefuUy  through  the  arguments  against 
the  reputed  authorship  of  the  Gospel,  and  on  the  whole  haye 
found  them  wanting.  Several  appear  to  be  quite  destitute  of 
weight;  others  present  some  difficulty;  one  or  two  oocasioii 
real  perplexity.  But  difficulties  are  not  proofs,  and  we  have 
always  to  consider  whether  greater  difficulty  is  not  involved 
in  rejecting  a  proposition  than  in  accepting  it.  This  seems  to 
me  to  be  the  case  in  the  present  instance.  The  ezteraal 
evidence  (be  it  said  vdth  due  respect  for  the  Alogi)  is  all  on 
one  side,  and  for  my  part  I  cannot  easily  repel  its  force.  A 
considerable  mass  of  internal  evidence  is  in  harmony  with  the 
external  A  number  of  the  difficulties  which  have  been 
pressed  against  the  conclusion  thus  indicated  melt  away  on 
nearer  examination,  and  those  which  remain  are  not  sufficient 
to  weigh  dovm  the  balance.  In  literary  questions  we  cannot 
look  for  demonstration,  and  where  opinion  is  so  much  divided 
we  must  feel  some  uncertainty  in  our  condusiona ;  but  <hi 
weighing  the  arguments  for  and  against  to  the  best  of 
my  power,  I  must  give  my  own  judgment  in  favour  of  the 
Johannine  authorship. 
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Egotism  of  speeches  in  the  Gospel,  38^ 
ERjah,  439. 
Elkosh,  439. 

Epictetus,  style  of  Enchiridion,  360. 
Epiphanius  on  the  Alod,  72,  77,  ^36. 

on  the  character  of  the  Gospel,  34. 

on  the  date  of  Last  Supper,  496. 

on  departure  from  fourteenth  day 
at  the  Passover,  484. 

on  observance  of  fourteenth  day  for 
the  Passover,  484. 

on  the  Quartodecimans  of  his  time, 
452. 


Epiphanina  <m  Qnartodedmaii  appeal  to 
the  law,  481. 
on  Quartodedman  orthodoxy,  46$. 
on  the  sheep  at  the  Passover,  455. 
Epistle,    First,    of  John,    aigmneDts 
against  ascribing     it    to     the 
Evancelist,  i66u 
attacks  Dooetie  errors,  384. 
date  of,  relatively  to  &ie  Goapal, 

176. 
evidence  that  it  is  the  work  of  the 
Evangelist,  163. 
Epistle  to  Church  at  PhUomelium  calls 

Polycarp  apostolic,  212. 
^pya  in  John,  402. 
Euphiates  the  Peratic,  332. 
Eusebins,  accuracy  of,  2^7. 

afgument  against  the  Quartodeci- 
mans, 491. 
follows  synoptic  chronology  of  the 

Last  Supper,  491. 
identifies  Philip  the  Apostle  with 

the  Evangelist,  227. 
nature  of  testimony  of,  238. 
on   the   festive   character  of  the 

Passover,  466. 
on  the  law  of  the  Passover,  483. 
on  the  meaning  of  the  Passover, 

475.        , 
on  Quartodedman  practice,  463, 

468. 
silence  of,  236,  341. 
thought  Ireneus  mistaken  about 

Papias,  202. 
thought  the  Jews  kept  the  Passover 

on  the  wrong  day,  493. 
treatise  on  the  Passover,  463,  49a 
Evanson  adverse  to  Johannine  authiw- 

ship,  67. 
Ewala,  Paul,  referred  to,  64. 

Fast  before  Easter,  449,  469. 
Felix,  Governor  of  Alexandria,  85. 
Field  referred  to,  364. 
Floia,  friend  of  Ptolemseus,  271. 
Florinus,  Ireneus'  letter  to,  208. 
Forgiveness  in  John  and  i  John,  166. 
Franks,  A.  H.,  on  Old  Testament  in 

the  Gospel,  357,  363,  365. 
Furrer  on  Aenon,  370. 

on  Bethany  beyond  Jordan,  431. 

on  the  Sea  of 'nberias,  366. 

Gabbatha,  373. 

Gains  the  Pnsbyter,  340,  342. 

CWilee,  433,  439- 

Galilee,  Sea  of,  366,  433. 

Gath-hepher,  439. 

Geondus   Hainartolus  quotes   Papias, 
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Gieseler  on  the  devil  of  BasUides,  325. 

referred  to,  457. 
Qoldsmith,  monmnents  of,  224. 
Golgotha,  373. 

Gospel,  Fourth,  adverse  to  Marcion's 
views,  289. 
analysis  of,  3. 

and  First  Epistle  of  John,  163. 
anti- Judaic,  411. 
argument    from    its   unhistorical 

character,  426. 
ascription  of,   to  Cerinthns,    not 

mentioned  by  Irenaeus,  242. 
author  an  Aramaic-speaking  Jew, 

352. 
author's  knowledge  of  topography, 

366. 
autograph  said  to  be  in  Ephesns, 

503. 
comparison  of,  with  the  Synoptics, 

7. 

controversies  of  second  century  not 
alluded  to,  382. 

delineation  of  Jesus  in,  421. 

deviations  from  the  LXX.,  361. 

earliest  view  of,  32. 

mphic  character  of,  376,  379. 

Greek  style,  character  of,  359. 

history  of  controversy  about 
authorship  of,  67. 

hypothesis  tnat  it  is  by  a  disciple 
of  John,  394. 

Johannine  authorship  said  to  be 
irreconcilable  with  the  char- 
acter of  John,  409;  with  his 
views  and  education,  35a 

method  of  doctrinal  teaching,  419. 

not  adopted  by  later  Marcionites, 
291. 

not  historical  in  modem  sense,  32. 

not  known  to  be  anonymous,  72. 

not  philosophical,  41& 

Pharisees  and  chief  priests,  356. 

portraiture  of  the  people,  357. 

purpose  of,  21. 

relation  of,  to  the  Old  Testament, 
356. 

significance  of  its  acceptance  by 
neretics,  333. 

signs  of  an  eye-witness,  375. 

speeches  in,  16,  34. 

synoptic  tradition  assumed  as 
known,  15 ;  deviations  from, 
against  its  acceptance,  381. 

unique  in  character,  i. 

universalism   of,    35 ;   Jewish  in 
conception,  358. 
Grabe  referred  to,  266. 
Givffiory    Kazianxen    on    the    festive 
ohanuiter  of  the  Passover,  466. 


GreffoiT,  St,  referred  to,  459. 
Grill,  J.,  on  Philo  and  the  Gospel,  24. 
refeired  to,  71. 

Haooadah,  31. 

Hargrove,    d.,    acknowledgment    to, 

459. 
ELamack  on  the  Acts  of  Archelaus  and 

Manes,  326. 
on  the  date  of  Epistle  of  Clement, 

216;    of  Ignatius*  martyrdom, 

180 ;   of  Papias,   195,    197  ;   of 

Polvcarp's  martyrdom,  188. 
on  John  xix.  35,  389. 
on  John  xxl  23,  388. 
on  Papias  as  a  hearer  of  John,  220. 
on  Papias'  source,  204. 
on  the  Presbyter  John,  206,  235. 
on    the    statement   of    G^eorgius 

Hamartolus,  229. 
on  the  statement  that  Papias  wrote 

the  Gospel  at  the  dictation  of 

John,  249. 
on  Tatian*s  OrcUiCy  8r 
thinks  author   of  the   Gospel   a 

Palestinian,  ^59. 
thinks  Papias  knew  the  Groepel, 

249. 
Ehrris,  J.  R. ,  on  the  passage  about  the 
vines,  222. 
on  the  "  Presbyter  Gains  and  the 

Fourth  Gospel,"  340. 
referred  to,  197. 
Haussleiter,  236. 
Hegesippus  on  the  martyrdom  of  James, 

54. 
on  Symeon,  217. 
Heinichen  on  the  title  of  Papias'  work, 

referred  to,  21a 
Henke,  41. 

Heradeon    accepted    the    Gk)spel    as 
John's,  272. 

read  "Bethany  beyond  Jordan," 

430- 
a  Yalentinian,  266. 
wrote    a    commentary     on    the 
Gospel,  266,  272. 
Heretics*  mode  of  treating  the  Scrip- 
tures, 242. 
Hennas,  Shepherd  of,  perhaps  recog- 
nised four  Gospels,  255. 
Herod,  371. 
Hieronymus  on  an  Easter   tradition, 

472. 
refers  to  Papias  on  the  Apocalypse, 

436- 
says  Polycarp  received  the  Apoc- 
alypse, 442. 
High  priests,  435- 
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Hilgenfeld  admits  Jnitin   may  haTe 
known  the  Gospel,  87. 
advene  to  Jobaniune  anthonhip, 

edits  fngments  of  Heiadeoii,  a66. 

on  Acts  of  John,  344. 

on  Basilides'  doctrine  of  the  darfl, 

324. 
on  Justin's  paange  about  regenera- 

tion,  98. 
on  Justin's  phrase  "his  apostles 

and  their  followers,**  159. 
on  Philip  of  Hierapolis,  239. 
on  the  statement  that  John  was 

slain  by  the  Jews,  22& 
thinks  the  saying  that  the  ass  was 

tied  to  a  vine  was  from  Justin's 

imagination,  15a 
Hill,  J.  H.,  on  Tatian,  406. 
Hillel,  55. 

Hippolytus'  sooonnt  of  Basilides  com- 
pared  with   that  of  Clement, 

3^  .... 

arsument    against    his    qnoting 

Basilides,  303. 
"Compendium"  of,  331. 
defended  the  Gospel,  342. 
departure   from    Ireneua  in    the 

account  of  Basilides  deliberate, 

314,  322.  33"- 
hypothesis   that  he   used  for|^ 

sources,  316. 
on  the  Naasseni  and  Peiata,  332. 
on  the  Quartodecimans,  465,  401. 
on  the  Yalentinians,  274. 
purpose  of  his  Hefutatio,  277,  301. 
reasons   for   thinking   he   quotes 

Basilides,  299. 
Syntagma  on  the  Passover  quoted, 

504. 
use  of  ^ffl,  297. 

work  on  the  Passover  quoted,  505. 
History,  different  views  of,  29. 
Hebrew  conception  of,  3a 
History  of  Joseph  the  Carpenter,  377. 
Hittorpius,    Melchior,    on    the    (hdo 

Romanus  for  Easter,  456. 
Holstein  on   the    Paschal   Chronicle, 

461. 
Holtonann  against  ascribing  the  First 
Epistle  of  John  to  the  Evan- 
gelist, 164. 
on  the  confusion  made  by  Irsnsus 
between  the  Presbyter  and  the 
Apostle,  221. 
on  **  high  priest  that  year,"  437. 
on  misplacements  in  the  Gospel, 

40& 
on  the  Muratorian  Canon  and  the 
Gospel,  224. 


Holtanann  on  a  pawsagii  in  Hagemppaa^ 
217. 
on  the  Presbytar  J^in,  so6l 
Homilies  on  Luke,  qnotatioii  of  Joiin 

iii  8,  90,  92. 
Hort  on  Acts  of  Archelana  and  Ifaaes, 
327. 
on  the  date  of  Justin,  85. 
on  Hippolytus  and  dement^  306. 

loNATius,  Epistles  of,   attack  Doeei- 
iam,  345. 

evidence  of  use  of  the  Gospel  in,  257. 

in  different  forms,  181. 

probable  date  of  the  genuine,  189. 
Iken  referred  to,  51. 
Irenaus'  account  of  Basilides  demon- 
strably wrong,  312. 

connection  with  Asia,  ao8. 

describes  the  opinions  of    Ptole- 
nueus,  267. 

failure  to  appeal  to  Pftpias,  241. 

follows  synoptical  chronology   of 
Last  Supper,  487. 

on  the  age  of  Josus,  251. 

on  the  Asiatic  John,  207. 

on  the  bad  arguments  of  the  Yalen- 
tinians, 282. 

on  the  fsst  before  Easter,  469^ 

on  the  Quartodecimans,  449,  468, 

479. 
on  rejecters  of  the   Gospel,   335, 


340,341. 
a  Vslentin 


on  Vslentinus,  267. 

quotation  of  John  iii.  3,  90,  92, 

quotes  Ptolenueus,  27a 

reading  of  John  L  18,  146. 

said  to  be  mistaken  in  regard  to 

John,  219. 
story  about  John  and  Gerinthus, 

409. 

testimony  about  authorship  of  tiw 
Gospel,  73,  243. 

used  a  secondair  source  for   his 
article  on  Basilides,  304. 

view  of  duration  of  Christ's  min- 
istry, 46,  207. 

wrote  a  treatise  on  the  Psasover, 
488,  490. 
Isidore  quoted,  325. 

referred  to,  297,  300,  303,  304. 

Jacobi    on    Acts   of  Arohelaus   and 
Manes,  326. 
on  the  system  of  Basilides,  325. 
Jacob's  well,  368,  453. 
James,   M.   R.,    editor   of  Gospel  of 
Peter,  152. 
on  the  Acts  of  John,  343. 
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JannariB  on  EnaebiuB,  H.  JEl,  iii   3, 

Jenualem,  viaits  to,  42. 
Jevritih  QuarUrly  Review  on  the  hypoth- 
esis of  Ghwolson,  49,  5a 
Jews  not  reckoned  among  the  l9n|  in 
the  Groepel,  416. 
lepresented  as  persecntoTs,  231. 
said  to  be  wrong  in  calcalations 
for  the  Passover,  493,  494. 
''Jews,  feasts  of  the,"  in  the  Gospel, 

416. 
**  Jews,  the,"  in  the  Gospel,  416. 
John  the  Apostle,  argument   against 
presence  of,  in  Asia,  3I4« 
Asiatic  John,  207. 
character  of,  409. 

conclusion  tiiat  attack  on  tradition 
of  Asiatic  residence  has  failed, 

235- 
his  bitter  experiences,  415. 
his  monument  in  Ephesus,  223. 
reasons  for  his  practice  in  regard 

to  the  Passoyer,  512. 
relation  to  the  Juduc  party,  41 1. 
said  to  have  been  a  Quartodeciman, 

480. 
John  the  Baptist,  picture  of,  in  the 

Gospels,  59. 
simply  "Jolm"  in   the   Gospel, 

testimony  of,  8. 
John  the  Presbyter  distinot  from  the 
Apostle,  20$. 
no  evidence  that  he  was  ever  in 

Asia,  223. 
not  the  Afflatic  John,  206. 
John,  First  Epistle  of,  L  1,  388. 
John,  Gospel  of,  i  14,  388  ;  vii.  62, 
439  ;  »-  49.  437  ;  =.  61,  437  ;  ^^^^ 
18,   437;  xviii-   24,   436;  xix.   86, 
388;  xxi  28,  387  ;  xxi.  24,  260,  386. 
Jonah,  439. 

Josephus    on    the    building    of    the 
temple,  37a 
on  the  Sadducees,  3561 
reference  to  John  the  Baptist,  59. 
uses  Ka9((u  transitively,  150. 
Judas  the  Galilean,  434. 
Judgment  in  John  and  i  John,  173. 
Julias,  432. 

Justin  liartyr,  acquaintance  with  the 
Gospd,  84. 
antecedent  probabilities,  84. 
applied  philosophy  to  Johannine 

thought,  419. 
confirms  Johannine  tradition,  212. 
doctrine  of  Christ's  person,  107. 
God  and  man,  120. 
identified  with  the  x^«f,  iia 


Justin  Martyr,  fioroyci^r,  I34« 
pre-existed,  116,  12a 
Son  of  God  in  a  peculiar  sense, 

116. 
subject  to  suffering,  126. 

doctrine    of    the    Loffos:    Logos 
active  in  history  of  Israel,  125. 
a^ent  in  creation,  123. 
distinct  from  the  Father,  1 1 1. 
first-bom  of  God,  no,  119. 
God,  109. 
incarnate  through  the  Virgin, 

128. 
incarnation  of,  125. 
not  a  creature,  117. 
occupies   second    place   in   the 

universe,  119. 
shared  by  all  men,  124. 
subordinate  to  the  Father,  112. 
those  who  lived  with  him  were 

Christians,  124. 
whether   co-eternal    with    the 

Father,  120. 
work  of,  previous  to  incarnation, 
123. 

doctrine  of  the  Logos,  based  on 

an  evangelical  document,  132. 

expansion  of  that  of  the  Gospel, 

129. 
language    in    which   it  is  ex- 
presMd,  14a 

followed  by  Tertullian,  74,  84, 
269. 

God  said  to  be  without  a  name,  13a 

Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews 
not  one  of  his  Memoirs,  loa 

Gospel,  Fourth,  probably  among 
his  Memoirs,  158 ;  not  improb- 
ably ascribed  to  John,  159 ;  not 
treated  with  neglect,  34,  155. 

Gospel  of  Peter  not  the  source  of 
the  passage  about  the  judgment- 
seat,  151. 

harmonises  the  Gospel  with  the 
Synoptics,  129. 

indebtedness  to  Philo,  1 14,  144. 

X^os,  use  of  the  word,  107. 

miraculous  birth  not  related  in  his 
Logos-source,  139. 

on  the  time  of  the  crucifixion,  499. 

passage  about  regeneration,  87 ; 
conclusion,  106 ;  deviations  from 
Johannine  text,  88 ;  deviations 
examined,  90 ;  points  of  agree- 
ment with  John,  96 ;  resem- 
blance to  John  not  accidental, 
98  ;  similar  to  passage  in  Clem- 
entine Homilies,  08;  tradi- 
tional interpretation  of  passage 
in  the  Gospel,  97. 
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Justin    Kartyr,    quotation   firom   Old 

Testament,  363. 
quotation  of  passage   abont   the 

Baptist^     149;    about    seating 

Christ  on  the  tribunal,  15a 
teaching  of  Christ,  description  of, 

16,  155. 
works,  85. 

KsiM  abandons  argument  founded  on 
ignorance  of  Palestine,  43a 
adverse  to  Johannine  authorship, 
70;    to  John's  account  of  the 
Last  Supper,  53. 
on  the  date  of  John  xzi,  36a 
on  the  evidence  of  Barnabas,  256. 
on  the  Presbyter  John,  206. 
on   the   tradition   of  one   year's 
ministry,  47. 
Kenyon     on    the    date    of    Justin's 

ADology,8s 
Eessler  referred  to,  326. 
Kidron,  368. 
Kingstown,  432. 
Eirchner  referred  to,  $2. 
Klopper  on  the  desire  to  exalt  John, 
396. 
on  John  xix.,  86,  389,  393  ;  xxL, 
261,  388. 
Eostlin  adverse  to  Johannine  author- 
ship, 69. 
Eriiger     on     the     date    of    Justin's 
Apology,  85. 

Li.cTANTn;8  says  God  is   without   a 
name,  131. 
view  of  the  duration  of  Christ's 
ministry,  46. 
Lamb,  blessing  for,  at  Easter,  456. 
partaken  of  by  Pope  and  Cardinals, 

457. 
use  of,  at  Easter,  455. 
Lambert,  J.  C,  on  the  Last  Supper, 

51- 
Lunbs,  wax,  at  Easter,  457. 
Laodicea,  451. 

"  Last  day ''  in  John  and  i  John,  172. 
Lazarus,  raising  of,  10,  62,  379,  426. 
Leo,  Brother,  refeired  to,  260. 
Leuoius  Charinus,  343. 
Lewin  on  the  date  of  the  nativity  and 

the  crucifixion,  253. 
Liechtenhan  on  the  Acts  of  John,  344. 
Lightfoot,  conjectural  emendation   of 
Gfeorgius  Hamartolus,  229. 
defend^    Johannine  authorship, 

71. 
on   the   date   of  the   Epistle  of 
Clement,  216 ;  of  i  John,   176 ; 
of  Polycarp's  martyrdom,  188. 


Lightfoot  oa  the  deviations  of  the 
Gospel  from  the  LXX.,  361. 

on  the  genuineness  of  tlie  EpiaUe  to 
Philomelium,  212. 

on  the  I^iatian  Epistles,  182. 

on  the  I^atian  forger  and  t^ 
Apostolical  Constitutioiis,  18^ 

on  the  interpretation  of  John  ziv. 
2  by  the  Elders,  247  ;  of  Papias* 
Preface,  199. 

cm  the  meaninff  of  "the  Pres- 
byter "  applied  to  John,  ao6. 

on  a  mistake  about  the  mArtyidam 
of  Papias,  19$. 

on  the  palm-branches,  367. 

on  the  ircToXov,  21a 

on  Philip  of  Hierapolis,  227. 

on  Polycarp's  Epistle,  180. 

on  **  the  Prophet,"  354. 

on  the  sects  m  the  Gospel,  356. 

on  the  silence  of  Eusebius,  238. 

on  the  statement  that  Papias  wrote 
the  Gospel  from  the  dictation  of 
John,  2JO. 

on  the  style  of  the  Gospel,  36a 

on  the  time  of  building  the  temple, 

371. 
referred  to,  352. 
refutes  coi^ecture  of  Overbeck's, 

229. 
suggests  origin  of  the  name  Alogi, 

336- 
Lipsius,  editor  of  apocryphal  Acts,  344. 
on  the  date  of  Xystus,  449. 
on  Hippolytus,  275. 
on  Irenseus,  276. 
on  Yalentinus,  265. 
Lisbum,  432. 
Lisnagarvey,  432. 
Lock  on  Wendt,  404. 
Logia,  Matthew's,  403. 
LtLcke   on    the   last   chapter    of  the 
Gospel,  388. 
on  Siloam,  373. 
on  Weisse,  404. 
referred  to,  16,  68,  210,  342. 
Ludolphus  de  SaxonidL  on  a  misplace- 
ment in  the  Gospel,  407. 
Luthardt   defends  Johannine   author- 
ship, 69. 

Mabillok  on  the  Ordo  Bomanus,  457. 

Macaulay  (quoted,  29. 

Machiavelh,  29. 

Hansel  on  the  transoendenoe  of  God  in 

Gnostidsm,  329. 
Maroion,  ax^^^ument  that  he  was  un- 
aoquainted    with    the    Gospel, 

date  of,  286. 
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Mansion,    reasons    for    rejecting    the 
Ooepel,  289. 
rejection  of  the  Gospel,  241,  287. 
used  only  a  mutilated  Luke,  242, 
267,  286. 
Marcionites   said   to   have   used   the 
Gospel,  291 ;  the  statement  examined, 
292. 
Martineau  adverse  to  Johannine  author- 
ship, 71. 
against  ascribing  i  John  to  the 

Evangelist,  164. 
on   the   date  of  the  Clementine 

Homilies,  263. 
on  the  evidence  of  Barnabas,  256. 
on  "the  high  priest  that  year," 

437. 
on    the    ignorance    of    Palestine 

shown  by  the  Gospel,  430. 
on  IrensBus'  account  of  the  Valen- 

tinians,  282. 
on  John  vii.   52,  439;    on  xix. 

35,  389  ;  on  xxi.  28,  24,  386. 
on  "  the  Jews  "  in  the  Gospel,  416. 
on  Luke  xi.  49,  45. 
on  the  Paschal  controversy,  444. 
seeming  ignorance  of  the  Gk)spel, 

259. 
thinks  Marcion  was  unacquainted 
with  the  Gospel,  288. 
Md(nus  of  doubtful  meaning,  231. 
Martyrologies,    nature  and  origin  of, 

232. 
Martyrology,  Hieronymian,  232. 
Martyrology,  Roman,  on  Aristion,  198, 
205. 
on  Papias,  198. 
Martyrology,   Syrian,  on  the  martyr- 
dom of  James  and  John,  232. 
Matthias,    alleged   author    of    secret 

doctrines,  300,  303. 
M'Clellan  on  the   Last   Supper,    52, 

495- 
Melito,  a  Quartodedman,  210,  448. 
referred  to,  loi. 
wrote  a  work  on   the   Passover, 

450,  509. 
Memory,  nature  of,  427. 
Meyer  defends  Johannine  authorship, 
69. 
on  John  iii  4,  103. 
Miltiades,  269. 
Ministry,     duration     and     scene     of 

Christ's,  7. 
Miracles,  9,  426. 
Miraculous  birth  omitted,  11. 
Mishna  on  executions  at  feasts,  55. 
Mommert  on  Aenon,  369. 
Mommsen  on  the  reacung  "disoiples 
of  the  Lord  "  in  Papias,  198. 


Montamsts*  relation  to  the  Alogi,  335. 

treatment  of  the  Passover,  469I 
Morin  referred  to,  442. 
Muiatorian  Fragment  connects  i  John 
with  the  Gospel,  176. 
testimony  about  authorship  of  the 
Gospel,  75. 

Naassxni,  332. 

Nablous,  369. 

Nahum,  439. 

Nerses,  459. 

Nicetas,  463. 

Nicodemus,  4,  35. 

Nonnus'  paraphrase  of  John  iii.  8,  91. 

Norris  on  a  displacement  in  the  Gospel, 

407. 
Norton  on  the  Last  Supper,  52. 
Novatians,  some  of,  were  Quartodeoi- 
mans,  452. 
treatment  of  the  Passover,  469. 

(EcuMENnis  AND  Arethas,  commen- 
tary of,  quotes  Papias,  236. 
Ophites,  332. 
Oratio  ad  GrsBcos,  82. 
Ordo  Romanus  for  Easter,  456. 
Origen  follows  synoptic  chronology  of 
the  Last  Supper,  488. 
on  heretical  views  of  God,  292, 
on  "  the  high  priest  that  year, "438. 
on  the  martyrdom  of  John,  229. 
on  the  Ophites,  332. 
view  of  allegory  in  the  Gospels,  33. 
view  of  duration  of  Christ's  minis- 
try, 46- 
Otto  on  Justin's  view  of  the  origin  of 

the  Logos,  121. 
Overbeck  refuted  by  Lightfoot,  229. 
thinks  there  was  a  spurious  work  of 
Papias,  228. 

Panittm,  432. 
Papias,  194. 

account  of  the  origin  of  Mark's 

Gospel,  203. 
acquamted  with  the  Apocalypse, 

236. 
acquainted  with   i  John   and    i 

Peter,  237. 
alleged  statement  that  James  and 

John  were  put  to  death  by  the 

Jews,  228. 
date,  105. 
hands  down  interpretation  of  John 

xiv.  2,  245. 
life,  194. 
meaning;    of    the    passage   about 

Aristion  and  the  Presbyter  John, 

199. 
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PapiaSy  origin  of  traditioii  aboat  the 

yineB,  222. 
Mid  to  have  attertad  the  aathor- 

ship  of  the  Gospel,  249. 
says  nothing  of  John  in  Asia,  225. 
SDiutWB  of  his  woik,  197. 
work,  character,  title,  and  date  of, 

195. 
Papirins,  a  Qnartodeciman,  210,  44^ 
Paiaclete  in  John  and   1  John,   168^ 

179. 
Parosia  in  John  and  i  John,  17a 
Psschal  Chronicle  adopts  the  Johannine 
chronology  of  the  Lsst  Supper, 
502. 
date  of,  461. 
error  about  Papias,  195. 
OD  the  date  of  Christ's  death,  501. 
on  the  deaths  of  John  and  Clement, 

216. 
on  the  law  of  the  PassoTsr,  461, 

482. 
on  the  meaning  of  the  Passover, 

473. 

on  the  postponement  of  the  cele- 
bration of  the  Passoyer,  485. 

treats  the  high  priest's  office  as 
annual,  437. 
Paschal  Gontroversy,  444. 

Alexandrian  practice,  450,  48a 

alleged  bearing  on  the  authorship 
of  the  Gospel,  444,  486,  507. 

arguments  in,  480 ;  appeal  to 
trsdition,  480 ;  appeal  to  the 
Jewish  law,  481 ;  reasons  for  not 
keeping  the  feast  on  the  four- 
teenth, 483 ;  summary  of,  500. 

history  of,  447. 

matters  in  dispute,  449,  451,  454, 
463,  464,  480,  490. 

no  appeal  to  Gospel  chronology, 

observance  of  fourteenth  day  by 
those  who  were  not  Quarto- 
decimans,  483,  484,  486. 

Palestinian  tnuiition,  450,  481. 
Passover,    Christian ;   the    command- 
ment respected  by  the  Church, 
461. 

a  festival,  465. 

imported  finom  Judaism,  452. 

a  lamb  slain  by  Christians,  455. 

meaning  of,  473. 

not  a  commemoration  of  the  Last 
Supper,  454. 

not  the  same  as  the  Eucharist, 
449. 

not  the  same  as  the  feast  of  the 
resurrection,  473. 

preceded  by  a  fast,  449,  469. 


PlMMver,  Christian ;  preceded  by  a  vigil, 

472. 
the  principal  festival,  453. 
the  Roman  pnctioe,  456. 
TUo-voj  meaning  of,  474. 
Paul/  Dr  Lndvig,  on  the  reUtim  be- 
tween the  Goepel  and  Justin,  i6l 
Pansanias  on  the   Lake   of   Tibeiiss, 

Perats,  332. 

Peeach,  52. 

n4raK9w  said  to  have  been  woni  bj 

John,  209. 
Peter  the  Apostie,  confession  of,  8L 
position  of,  in  the  Gospel,  395. 
relation  of,  to  the  Gentiles,  414. 
Peter,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  appealed  to 
about  the  Passover,  502. 
quotes  Trecentius,  477. 
PMer,  Apocalypse  of,  237. 
Peter,  Gospel  of,  not  one  of  Justin^ 

Memoirs,  lu. 
Peter,  Preaching  (rf,  237. 
Petronius  Honoratns,  85. 
Philip   the   Apostie   said   to  be  con- 
founded  with   the    Evangelist, 
226. 
said  to  have  been  a  QuartodecinwD, 
480. 
Philip  in  Hierapolis,  209. 

said  to  have  be^  a  Quartodeoaiiao, 
508. 
Philip  of  Side,  196,  229. 
Philo,  an  allegorist,  428. 

appealed  to  about  the    Passover, 

502. 
desi^ates  God  as  pure  Being,  3291 
his  doctrine  in  Justin  Martyr,  1 14, 

on  the  literal  and  symbolical  sense, 

33 
relation  of,  to  the  Gospel,  24. 
style  contrasted  with  John's,  360, 
418. 
Photius,  501. 

Plato  on   the  transcendence  of  "the 
good,"  329. 
picture  of  Socrates,  397. 
Plotinus  on  the  transcendence  of  "the 

unit,"  329. 
Plumptre  on  the  w4ra\»w,  209. 
Polycarp,    alleged    interpretation    of 
Matthew  xx.  22,  28,  234. 
apparent  reference  to  i  John,  189. 
called     Marcion     "  first-bm    of 

Satan,"  186. 
connection  with  John,  208. 
date  of  martyrdom  of,  188. 
describes  the  character  of  Ptesby- 
ters,  187. 
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Poljroftrp.  Epistle  of,  180;  genuineness, 
180 ;  attacked  by  Cotterill,  183  ; 
defended,  185. 
importanoe  of,  191. 
possible   allusion   to  the  Gospel, 

191. 
a  Quartodeciman,  448. 
quotes  I  Peter,  186,  238. 
visited  Rome,  449,  480. 
Polycrates  on  Quartodeciman  practice, 
448,  464,  479.  , 
said  to  be  mistaken  about  John, 

219. 
testimony  about  John  in  Asia,  209. 
Porphyry,  341. 
Portarlington,  432. 
Porter,  J.  S.,  432. 
Pothinus,  348. 

Power,  M.,  on  the  Last  Sapper,  51. 
Protorium,  373. 

Pratt,  J.,  on  the  Last  Supper,  51. 
Predictions  in  the  Gospels,  39. 
Proculus,  269. 
Protevangelium,  377. 
Pseudo-Athanasius,  quotation  of  John 

iii.  8,  94. 
Pseudo-Tertullian,  481,  504. 
Ptolemeus   accepted    the    Gospel    as 
John's,  270. 
letter  of,  to  Flora,  271. 
quoted  the  Gospel,  270,  282. 
->  thought   the    ministry   of    Jesus 

lasted  only  one  year,  487. 
a  Yalentinian,  266. 
Ptolemais,  432. 

QuABTODBOiHANB    appealed    to     the 

Apostle  John,  445. 
argument    in    support    of    their 

practice,  494. 
Oatholics,  46a 
differed   from    the    rest    of    the 

Church    only   about    the    day, 

464,  486.  ,        .   , 

divided  as  to  the  day  of  the  cruci- 
fixion, 511 ;  as  to  the  month  of 
observance,  484. 

extent  of,  448. 

kept  the  Passover  as  a  feast,  468  ; 
m  memory  of  the  passion  and 
resurrection,  477. 

mode  of  celebration  of  the  Passover, 

463. 

no  evidence  of  reliance  on  synoptic 
chronology,  486. 

some  professed  to  keep  the  Pass- 
over on  the  day  of  the  passion, 
510 ;  and  appealed  to  Acts  of 
PUate  for  the  day  of  crucifixion, 
51a 


Quartodeoimans,  statement  that  they 
relied   on  the  synoptic  ohron- 
oloffy,  486. 
thought   the    Gospels    infallible, 
511. 

Rebaptismatb,  db,  quotation  of  John 

iii  8,  94. 
Repentance  in  the  Gospel  and  1  John, 

166. 
Reuse  on  the  date  of  i  John,  178. 

on  the  limits  of  the  Prologue  of 
the  Gospel,  3. 
Revelation    said     to     represent     the 

Aposties  as  dead,  219. 
R^vule,    J.,    adverse    to    Johannine 
authorship,  71. 
against  Johannine  account  of  the 

Last  Supper,  53. 
on  the  dependence  of  John  on  the 

Synoptics,  16. 
on  the  meeting  of  the  Sanhedrin 

at  the  Passover,  56. 
thinks  the  author  of  the  Gospel 
imbued  with  Alexandrian  phil- 
osophy, 24. 
thinks  Marcion  would  have  used 
the  Gospel,  289. 
Roberts  defends  transitive  meaning  of 

indBiirtw  in  John  xix.  18,  15a 
Rebinson,  J.  A.,  editor  of  Gospel  of 
Peter,  152. 

Sabbahub  referred  to,  482. 
Sagaris  martyred,  451,  509. 

a  Quartodeciman,  210,  448,  451. 
Salim,  369. 

SsJmon,  Dr,  defends  Johannine  author- 
ship, 71. 
on  the  Apocalypse,  442. 
on     the     arguments     that     the 
Presbyter  was  the  Asiatic  John, 
214. 
on   astronomical    calculations    of 

date  of  crucifixion,  58. 
on  the  preface  of  Papias,  199. 
suggests  that  a  forger  imposed  on 

Hippolytus,  316. 
thinks  the  Elder  the  same  as  the 
Apostle  John,  205. 
Salome,  376. 
Samaria,  433. 
Samaritans,  354,  3J5,  368. 
Sanday,  Dr,  defends  Johannine  author- 
ship, 71. 
referred  to,  3C2. 
Schick  on  the  Pool  of  Bethesda,  372. 
Schleiermacher     defends      Johajmine 

authorship,  68. 
Schmid,  W.,  188. 
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Sehmidt,  Carl,  on  the  Acts  of  John, 

344* 
Seholten  advene  to  Jdhannine  euthor- 
•hip,  69. 
on  the  Presbyter  John,  906. 
Sehiinr  abandons   aigument   foonded 
on  ignoranoe  ofralestine,  43a 
on  the  Alogi,  334. 
on  ApoUinaiis,  508. 
on  the  character  of  John  and  of 

the  Gospel,  4091 
on  the  dependence  of  the  Gospel 

on  the  Sceptics,  16. 
on  the  deviations  from  the  LXX , 

on  the  doration  of  nndeanness, 

53- 
on  the  edncation  of  John,  31(0. 
on  Euaebius*  reply  to  the  Quarto- 

decimans,  493. 
on  external  evidence,  346. 
on  Franke,  357. 
on  John  i.  11,  289,  3^8. 
on  the  philosophical  training   of 

the  author  of  the  Gospel,  418. 
on  the  nse  of  a  lamb  at  the  Pass- 
over, 455. 
referred  to,  5a,  71. 
Schwartz  on  the  reading  in  Sosebina, 
H,  A.iii  8,  239. 
on  the  reading  in  Papias'  preface, 

198. 
on  the  title  of  Papias*  work,  195. 
Schwegler     adverse      to      Johannine 

authorship,  69. 
Scythianus,  326,  328. 
2i}/ic<a  in  the  Gospel,  402. 
Semisch  on  Justin's  view  of  the  origin 
of  the  Logos,  121. 
thinks  Justin  regarded  the  Logos 
as  a  creature,  117. 
Serapion,  509. 
ServOius  Paulus,  451,  509. 
Sethians,  relation  of,  to  the  account  of 

Basilides,  317,  325- 
Severus  of  Antioch,  185. 
Sevems   on    the    day    of    the    Last 

Supper,  497- 
Shammai,  $5* 

Shepherd  of  Hennas,  76,  77* 
Sichra,  433. 

Siloam,  Pool  of,  353,  372. 
Simon  of  Cyrene,  56. 
Smiles  referred  to,  432. 
Smith,  G.  A.,  on  Sychar, 433. 
Socher,  433. 

Sedates  doubts  the  value  of  Paschal 
tradition^  481. 
on  a  division  among  the  Quarto- 
decimans,  484. 


Socrates   on   the   &at   before 

4«9- 
on  the  meanipg  of  the  Fmbow, 

475- 

on  Qnartodedman  praetioe,  463. 
Solomon's  porch,  370. 
Soter,449L 
Sosomen,  a  narrative  quoted,  473. 

on  tiie  meaning  of  the  Pasaow, 

475- 
on  Quartodedman  praetioe,  46^ 
Speeches  in  the  Gospel,  16,  34. 
Spitta,  F.,  supports  John's  aoooont  of 

the  Last  Supper,  53. 
Stahelin   on   tne   Gnostic   sources  of 
Hippolftos,  316. 
on   tne    mconsistencies   of    Hlp- 
polytns,  321. 
Steits  on  the  nse  of  ^xccror,  391. 
Stewart  on  Wendt,  404. 
Stieren  refened  to,  266. 
Strabo,   Walafrid,  on  the  use  of  the 

lamb  at  the  Passover,  456. 
Strayer  on  transposition  of  text  in  the 

Gospel,  353. 
jStcjwmo^uraZ     Rdigian,     advene     to 
Johannine  authorship,  71. 
referred  to,  88. 
Supper,  Last,  date  of,  9,  47  ;  arguments 
for  and  againat  Johannine  date. 

53. 
omission  in  account  of,  la 
Swete  on  the  Gospel  of  Peter,  153. 
Sychar,  369,  433- 
Symmachns,  365. 

Talmtjd,  tradition  of  date  of  Chiisf  s 

death  in  the,  ^6. 
Tatian,  date  and  works,  82. 
quotes  the  Gospel,  82. 
re-arrangement    of    the    Gospel, 

405. 
the  structure  of  the  DiateesanB, 
406. 
Tayler,  J.  J.,  adverse  to   Johannine 
auUior^p,  69. 
on    Andrew    in    the    Muratoiian 

Canon,  79. 
on  the  Armenian  Christians,  459. 
on  the  Catholic  view  of  Easter, 

471. 
on  Justin  s  description  of  Chiist^s 

speeches,  156. 
on  the  Paschal  controversy,  446, 

460,  467. 
Taylor,  C,  on  the  Shepherd  of  Hermas, 

255- 
refutes  Cotterill  on  Polyearp,  188. 
sumsts  reading  in  the  Gospel  of 

l^ter,  152. 
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Teaohing  of  JesuB,  peouliarities  of,  in 

the  Gospel,  12. 
Temple,  buildine  of,  37a 

cleansing  o^  8,  61. 
Terfcollian  confirms   the   Asiatic   tra- 
dition, 212. 
De   Game   Christi,  wrong   inter- 
pretation corrected,  288. 
on  the  last  at  Easter,  466. 
on  the  meaning  of  the  Passover, 

477. 
on  the  time   of  the   cmcifixion, 

499. 
on  Yalentinus,  268. 
quotation  of  John  iii.  3,  90,  92, 

94,  95.  96. 
reading  of  John  LIS,  146. 
says  there  was  a  time  when  the 

Son  did  not  exist,  120. 
testimony  about  authonhip  of  the 

Gospel,  74. 
view  of  duration  of  Christ's  min- 

istiY,  46. 
wished  to  foUow  Justin,  74,  84, 
269. 
Thackeray  quoted,  392. 
Thayer  referred  to,  435. 
Theodoret  on  the  Peratss,  332. 

on  the  Quartodecimans,  478. 
Theodorus  of  Mopsueetia,  comment  on 

John  iiL  8,  97. 
Theodotion,  364. 
Theodotus,  otfshoot  of  the  Alogi,  34a 

writings  of,  272. 
Theophilus,    accidental    character    of 
his  reference  to  the  Gospel,  131. 
the  elSof  of  God  unspeakaole,  130. 
knew  the  Apocalypse,  240. 
silence  of,  157. 
testimony    about    authorship    of 

the  Gospel,  75,  239. 
view  of  the  Logos,  123. 
wrote  a  work  against  Hermpgenes, 

240. 
wrote  a  work  against  Marcion,  240. 
Theophylact,  commentary  on  John  iii. 
3,  97,  102 ;  on  Matthew  xz.  22, 
23,234. 
paraphrase  of  John  iii.  3,  9^. 
Third  person  used  of  themsefves  by 

authors,  390. 
Thoma   on   Justin's  doctrine   of  the 
divine  Sonship  of  Christ,  136, 

137,  138- 
thinks  the  Fourth  Gospel  was  not 
one  of  Justin's  Memoirs,  158 ; 
and  was  believed  by  him  to  be  of 
other  than  apostolic  authorship, 
160. 
Thnseas,  a  Quartodeciman,  210,  448. 


Tiberias,  Sea  of,  366. 
Tischendorf,  reading  in  John  iii  6,  94. 
Traditional  view  of  authorship  of  the 
Gospel,  67 ;  estimate  of  its  weight, 

Treoentius   on   the   meaning    of    the 

Christian  Passover,  477. 
Tregelles  on  the  Muratorian  Canon,  78. 
Tulloch  quoted,  32. 
Turner,  C.  H.,  on  those  who  rejected 

the  Gospel  (in  Irenseus),  335. 

UNrvEBSALisM  of  the  Gospel,  35. 
Urban  Y.,  referred  to,  458I 

Yalsntinianb,  eastern  school  accepted 
the  Gospel,  272. 
thought  the  Gospel  allegorical,  284. 
two  schools  of,  266,  280. 
used  arbitrary  inteipretations,  283. 
used  most  copiously  the  Gospel  of 

John,  267. 
view  of  duration  of  Christ's  minis- 
try, 46,  487. 
western  school  accepted  the  Gospel, 
270. 
Yalentinus,  argument  against  his  know- 
ledge of  the  Gospel,  282. 
evidence  of  his  use  of  the  Gk)epel, 

267,  273. 
life  of,  265. 

treatment  of,  by  Hippolytus,  277. 
Yictor  and  the  Quartoaecimans,  209, 

448,  479- 
Yictorinus  of  Pettau,  chiliasm  of,  236. 
on  the  dates  of  the  nativity,  bap- 
tism, and  crucifixion,  253. 
Yifll  before  Easter,  472. 
Yolkmar  adverse  to  Johannine  author- 
ship, 69. 
on  the  date  of  Justin's  works,  85. 
on  fleshly  apologists,  105. 
on  the  passage  about  regeneration 
in  the  Clementine  Homilies,  89. 
thinks  the  Gospel  borrowed  from 
Justin,  100. 
Yon    der   Gk>ltz  on   the   evidence   of 

Ignatius,  258. 
Y068,  editor  of  Ignatius,  181. 
Yulgate  rendering  of  John  iii  6,  92. 

Wadi  Fab'ah,  369. 
WadiSeUm,  370. 

Watkins    defends  Johannine   author- 
ship, 71. 
Weiss  on  the  last  chapter  of  John,  388. 

on  a  passage  in  Hegesippus,  217. 
Weisse  on  Johannine  "  Studien,"  404. 
Weizsacker  on  John  xxi  23,  387. 

on  mediate  authonhip,  70,  396. 
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Jenuftlem,  42. 


Weuneker  on  the  perviding  doetrina 

of  the  Ckwpel,  354. 
on  the  speecnee  in  the  Gospel,  37. 
thinks  tke  portimit  of  Jesos  coold 

not  be  by   a   personal    friend, 

4ao. 
Wendt  defends  Johannine  aooonnt  of 

the  Last  Supper,  53. 
defends  the  visits  to  Jen 
roTerred  to,  71. 
theory  of  oompoeite  origin  of  the 

Westoott,  cdassification  of  quotations 
from  the  Old  Testament  in  the 
Qoroel,  365. 

defenos  Johannine  anthorship,  71. 

on  identity  of  anthoiihip  of  the 
Qospel  and  i  John,  103. 

on  John  xiii.  28,  395 ;  zxL  28, 

388. 
on  the  name  Kidron,  368. 
on  resemblances  to  the  Synoptics 

in  the  Qospel,  16. 
referred  to,  352. 


Westoott  thinks  the  erncifizion  was  on 
Thnisday,  58. 
tries  to  hannonise  the  Synoptici 
and  the  Gospel  in  the  aooonnt 
of  the  Last  Supper,  48. 
Wiseman  on  Easter  oefebration,  458L 
Wordsworth  and  White,  Navmn  Tnta- 

mmlum^  2491 
Wright,  W.,  edits  Syrian  Iftartyxtilogy, 
239. 
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